IMPROVINC;  FUTlIRi:  CONSTRUCTION  PROJECT  QUALITY 

THROUGH  ANALYSIS  OF 
COMPLETED  C  ONTRACT  DOCUMENTATION 


DTIC 

sL^  fi  jt  _ 

ELECTE 
OCT  2  7  i9S2  N 


By 

Kenneth  C.  Sfagg 


Tf  : 


•5  doc 


puMic- 


-7r!(  hcj 


S'lbinittecl  in  Partial  Fulfillment 
of  the  Requirements  for  a 
Master  of  Science  in  Civil  Engineering 
from  the 

University  of  Washington 
Summer  1992 


92-28039 


DI  ClAMEI  NOTICE 


THIS  DOCUMENT  IS  BEST 
QUALITY  AVAILABLE.  THE  COPY 
FURNISHED  TO  DTIC  CONTAINED 
A  SIGNIFICANT  NUMBER  OF 
PAGES  WHICH  DO  NOT 
REPRODUCE  LEGIBLY. 


lAMI.KOI  ( ONIKNIS 


MSI  Ol-  l  AHI  I-S . iii 

MSTOr  ri(lllRI-S  iii 

ACKNOWM-IKJMI^NIS  iv 

C'llAI’I  I-K  I  -  INI  RODIK  MON  .  1 

CIIARTI-R  2  -  MTI-RATMRI'  RIA'IKW . 3 

2.1  IMPORTANCi;  ()l  gUAI.l  iA'  . 3 

2.2  I’RI-VIOUS  RI'SI-ARCII . 7 

riiAPi  i-R  3  -  ri:si:ar(  ii  mi  l  lI()l)()l.()(;^ . 9 

3.1  oipii^nivi- . 9 

3.2  SUMMARY . 9 

3.3  PROn-SS . 9 

rilAPI  PR  4  -  ANAI.YSIS . 12 

9  4.1  gUAMTY  I^IS  I  RiniruoN . 12 

4  2  ('IIANCJP,  ORDI  RS  .  13 

4.3  CORRI-SPONDI  N(  I. .  15 

4.4  AR('iin  i-ci7i:N(iiNi:i:R  visns . i? 

4.5  PAYMPNTS  AND  PAYROI.I.S . 17 

4.6  SC’llPDUM'S .  18 

4.7  DAll.Y  RI-POR  I  S .  19 

4.8  DllAM  I  Y  ASSURANCi, . 21 

4.9  COMPMANOi:  NO  I  ICl.S  . 21 

4.10  DISPU  I  PS . 21 

4.11  SUnMUIALS . 22 

4.12  (’ONTRAC  r  ('I.OSi:-()lM . 22 

4.13  ROKX’QUAMTY  RAIINOS  . 23 

4. 14  PRODl.f-M  ARI- A  SI  IMMAR^• . 24 


ClIAPTHR  5  -  CONC'I.USIONS . 26 

5  1  MPTlIODOl.OCiY . 26 


I 


j 


5.2  QUAIJ  TY  IMI’R()VI;MI;N  IS . 26 

5.3  SUMMARY . 27 

CIIARTHR  6  -  RI:(’0MMI;NIMTI()NS . 28 

6.1  QUAIJ  I  Y  IMI’R()VI;MI:N1S . 28 

6  2  rU  rURI^  Rl-Sl-ARCII  30 

RI-rURl-NCRS . 31 

APIM;NI)IX  A:  (■ON  I  RA(  I  I  ISI  IN(i  . 33 

Al’PI-NDIX  IP  CON  I  RAC  I  Ri  ;VII  .\V  Cl  II  (  K  Slll  l  I  S . 37 

APPPNUIX  C  (il.OSSAin’  ()l  I  I. RMS  .  103 


fl 


Msroi  lAm  i  s 


Number 

Pa^c 

1 

I’ruiect  Ibenkdowii 

12 

2 

l,<?\v  (2u;ili(\  l’iM|ce(  I’lobicm  Aie;is 

MSI  ()l  1  l(;iiKI.S 

24 

Number 

Page 

1 

DilTeriuj'  Mjiiinficmcnl  I’linciples 

4 

2 

(  liange  Orders  by  Type 

14 

3 

(  haiige  Order  ITile  by  (  osl 

15 

4 

('urrespoudeiice  Hieakdown 

16 

5 

I’aymeiK/I’ayioll  Slalislics 

18 

6 

Project  Completion  1  imes 

19 

7 

Problems  Noted  on  Daily  Kcpoits  to  Inspector 

20 

8 

Compliance  Notices  Disputes 

22 

9 

Submittal  Rejection  Kales 

23 

Ml 


/\(  kn()wli:ik;mi:nt.s 


riic  niilhoi  wishes  l('  cx|)icss  siuccic  appicciafion  lo  Mr.  Marv  Danielson, 
F)cpiMy  Resident  OfTieei  in  (  haipe  o(  ('onsliueli(n)  at  Naval  Air  Station  Wliidbcy 
Island  and  Professor  ('hailes  I  .lahren  of  the  Dejiaitnient  of  Civil  Engineering, 
University  of  Washington  Mi  Danielson's  cooperation  in  providing  access  to 
contract  rccoids  and  coordinating  (piality  latings  was  excellent,  lie  demonstrated 
gennine  interest  in  the  reseaich.  actively  paiticipated  in  its  review  and  served  as  a 
committee  memher.  Piofessoi  .lahien.  seiving  as  the  pioject  committee  chair, 
provided  cogent  guidance  and  sigipoit  thioiighont  the  leseaich  process,  ensuring 
correct  and  timely  completion  Special  thanks  also  lo  Professor  Fred  L. 
Mannering  for  serving  as  a  memher  on  the  committee. 


IV 


I 


(  MAPI  KK  I  -  IN  I  KODIK nOlN 

Iti  my  pnsi  experience  ns  n  coiislniclion  conlinci  ndmitiislratoi  for  llic  Navy, 

I  administered  many  types  and  si/es  of  piojccts  and  noticed  that  a  few  projects 
resulted  in  eitlier  veiy  satisfied  oi  vciy  dissatisfied  cnstomcis,  while  most  received 
no  comment.  Now.  with  (|nalil\  issues  in  the  (oielront  of  society.  I  wish  to  answer 
tlie  following  (juestion;  Can  (iilurc  facilities  lie  improved  fry  studying  the  contract 
documentation  of  completed  piojects  that  were  considered  to  be  high  or  low 
quality?  Of  course  the  ddinition  of  rpiality  encompasses  different  things  to 
different  people  I  (u  this  icscaich  piojcct.  (pialily  was  judged  hy  a  committee  of 
nine  facility  engineers,  the  people  responsible  for  planning  and  upkeep  of  the 
completed  construction  projects,  based  on  how  well  the  facility  meets  (he  required 
function  and  its  durahility  or  mainlainahility 

■fhe  contract  documentation  will  vary  somewhat  between  organizations  and 
will  inevitably  he  more  e.xtcnsive  for  public  projects  I  or  most  organizatjons, 
contract  documentation  follows  a  standaid  formal  progiessing  from  pre-award 
through  close-out  fdes  and  includes  such  things  as  consliuclihilily  reviews,  bid 
results,  correspondence,  changes,  daily  inspection  repoits.  submittals,  A/E  visits 
and  disputes 

The  objective  of  this  leseaich  was  to  develop  and  lest  a  method  that  could 
aid  in  troubleshooting  an  oigani/alion’s  construction  administration  process  (o 
uncover  recurring  prohlems  that  shotdd  be  eliminated,  or  solutions  that  should  be 
instilulionali/ed  to  impiove  the  (jualily  of  future  piojects  fhe  paramclcrs  used  to 
select  the  contracts  to  he  analwcd  can  be  customized  to  meet  the  particular 
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circumstances  of  the  organi/alion  imdci  study  l  liis  paper  will  discuss  the 
methodology  and  results  of  such  a  ease  study  for  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Whidhey 
Islaful  located  near  Oak  Ilaihoi,  Washington 
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(  MAI»  I  KR  2  -  1,1  I  KRA  I  lIRi:  RICVIKW 

2.1  IMr()R'l'AN(!K  OK  QllAKI  lA’  -  [(  is  well  known  lhal  quality  is  playing  an 
ever  increasitig  lole  in  (he  United  Stales  as  higher  (|nali(y  goods  and  services  from 
foreign  markets  produce  keen  competition  hii  II  S.  husincsscs.  This  has  in  turn 
put  pressure  on  the  I'cdeial  (ioveinment  to  nnpiove  the  (juality,  timeliness  and 
efficiency  of  services  it  pi o\ ides  in  l')SX  Piesident  Reagan  issued  F.xecutivc 
Order  12637  which  ",  cstahlished  a  goveinment  wide  piogram  to  improve  quality" 
(('an  Littman  1060)  This  |)iogiam.  kiioun  as  fotal  (Quality  Management 
(  l(2M),  is  actively  heing  piiisiied  in  the  l'>  hugest  executive  branch  agencies. 
Including  the  Department  of  Defense  I  he  (  hief  of  Naval  Operations,  in  a 
message  to  the  fleet  dated  01  Septemhei  1089.  has  mandated  that  fQM  become  a 
top  priority  of  Navy  Icadeiship 

In  the  hook  I\.\c<’IIi’ih  c  hi  ( itnrninn-ni.  h>i<il  (Jiuihiy  Manaycmcnf  in  the 
1990's  ((’an  Sc  Littman  l99()).i(2M  is  said  tc*  he  a  set  of  principles,  tools  and 
procedures  that  provide  guidance  in  the  juactical  affairs  of  running  an 
organi/ation.  (  oopcis  Sc  Lyhiaud,  a  well  known  management  consultant  firm  (hat 
has  done  extensive  woik  for  the  fcdeial  goveinment.  defines  K^M  as: 

Involving  everyone  in  an  organiAalion  in  controlling  and 
contintinusly  improving  how  work  is  done,  in  order  to  meet 
customer  expectations  trf  (piality. 

Goveinment  oigani/ations  (hat  use  K^M  agree  that  it  is  fundamentally 
different  from  traditional  management  Some  of  these  rlilfcicnces  arc  summarized 
in  Figure  I  (Can  ^  Littman  1990) 


’l  l  adilional  Mniinecmcnl 


lotal  Qiialilv  Management 


Needs  of  users  of  products  nnd  ser\ices 
defined  hy  spocialisis 

lirrnrs  and  waste  tolerated  il  lliev  do  not 
exceed  set  standards 

Products  and  services  inspected  (iw 
prohlenis,  llien  'fixed ' 

Many  decisions  poveined  Iw 
assumptions  and  put  feelnies 

.Sliorl-term  planuinp  hased  .1(01(0(1  loidpet 
cvcle 

Product  or  service  desmiied  seipienliallv 
li\  isolated  de|rartments 

(dniiol  and  improvement  I'v  individual 
managers  and  specialists 

Improvements  focused  on  one-lime 
breaktliroiiplis  such  as  c('m|iulers  oi 
automation 

Vertical  structure  and  centrali/ation 
based  on  control 

Sborl-leim  contracts  aw  aided  based  ('ii 
price 


(  iislomer  focus,  wbcie  users  of  products 
and  services  define  wbat  tbev  want 

No  lolerance  for  eriors.  waste,  and  work 
that  does  not  add  value  to  products  and 
xei  V  ices 

Piev  eniKvn  of  pioblems 

I  act  based  decisions  using  bard  data  and 
s(  leiililic  piivcediiies 

I  one  teim  plannini:  based  on  im|>rov'ing 
mtscinii  per lormancc 

Simultaneous  design  of  total  product  or 
seivice  life  cvcle  In  teams  from  many 
fiiiu  tions 

le.'imwoik  among  manageis,  specialists, 
emplovces.  vendois.  customers  and 
paitnei  agencies 

(  Onlinuous  imprin  ement  of  even,  aspect 
(d  bow  w oik  IS  done 

lloii/ontal  and  decentrali/ed  structure 
based  on  maximi/ing  value  added  to 
products  and  services 

V'cndoi  pailneisbip  of  long-term  buyer/ 
sellei  obligations  based  on  quality  and 
continuous  impiov  ement 


Figure  I.-  Differing  Marrageriierrt  Principles 
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Unfoitunatcly.  H^M  has  been  slow  liickling  clown  to  field  activities  where 
specific  guidance  is  lacking  and  management  riecdom  has  not  been  fully  exploited. 
As  an  example,  lop  manageis  at  Signelics,  Inc  found  that  (]ualily  improvement 
was  going  nowhere  until  specific  goals  weie  laid  out  for  each  division.  Once  this 
was  done  cpialily  impiovemcnis  came  lajiidK  Top  leadership  mnsi  set  the  proper 
tone  and  support  for  rc,)M  to  be  siicccsslul.  but  actual  (jualily  improvements  must 
come  from  the  bottom  -  up  (Harwood  I’icicis  1990) 

Quality  is  ciilical  to  the  Navy  constiuclion  |)iogram  for  many  reasons.  New 
construction  funding  has  alwa\  s  been  minimal,  usually  making  up  less  than  1%  of 
the  Navy’s  annual  budget  I  he  oiicialing  (bices  demand  and  deserve  high  quality 
shore  facilities.  And  finally,  we  must  live  wiih  and  maintain  what  we  build  for 
decades.  Projects  must  be  well  ihougbt  out.  v.ncfully  designed  and  quality 
constructed  The  American  Society  of  Civil  |•;nginecrs'  (ASCII)  manual  Qiialily  in 
flic  ('nnsfiticicd  I'rnicci  (1990)  elaboiales  on  that  theme  establishing  basic 
guidelines  that,  if  followed,  may  not  eliminate  poor  (piality  projects  but  will 
certainly  increase  the  likelihood  of  high  cpiality  piojects  Basic  principles  outlined 
by  the  AS('B  include 

•  An  active  owner  that  makes  its  obiectives  and  expectations  clear 

•  Selection  of  the  |)ioper  design  piofessionals  for  the  particular  piojccl 

•  Development  of  a  pioject  team  which  includes  ihe  owner,  designer  and 
constructor 

•  Continuous  and  effective  cooidination  and  communication  between  parties 

•  Assigning  clear  responsibilities  and  assumption  of  risk 

•  fee  strnctuies  based  on  scope  of  duties  and  risk  assumed 
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•  Sliulying  vaiious  nllciiKili\cs  and  piojccl  impacts  up  fioiil 

•  I’ldpci  matiagcmcnl  oigani/alions  fbi  liic  design  and  consirnclion  phases 

•  I  he  use  of  appinpiiale  eonliacinal  methods 

life  federal  government  is  cmiently  constiamed  fiom  fully  utilizing  the 
ASCR  guidelines  in  that  the  constiuction  eonti actor  is  not  known  until  the  design 
is  complete  and  bids  aie  leceived  and  theielore  unable  to  integrate  valuable 
construction  expeitisc  into  the  design  1  uither.  crmtiactois  cannot  he  prequalified 
to  hid  projects  unless  the  woik  is  of  a  highly  specialized  nature,  which  is  not  the 
case  with  the  majoiity  ol  pioiecis  It  is  possible  however,  to  improve  team 
huildiug  with  the  customei,  designei  and  Navy  constiuction  managers.  An 
independent  consultant  can  also  pcifoim  a  value  engineering  analysis  if  justified. 

A  study  by  Nam  and  Tatum  (1992)  showed  that  there  arc  non-contractual 
methods  of  construction  piojcct  integiation  that  could  he  useful  on  federal 
projects  fhese  methods  can  have  mixed  tesults  or  oni\’  produce  subtle  changes, 
hut  nonetheless  should  l)c  put  sued  as  they  definitely  icpi  csctit  sound  business 
practice,  fhese  methods  include  [iioactivc  owner  involvement  and  leadership, 
establishment  of  long-tcim  business  iclationships  between  organizations, 
employing  integiation  champions  in  technical,  business  and  executive  areas  and 
increased  professionalism  of  paiticipants  I  he  roots  of  cpiality  begin  v  ith  good 
tcamwoik  and  communications,  piopci  matching  of  skills  to  tasks  and  personal 
integrity  and  pride 

I  finniy  believe  in  Proposition  No  I  in  the  pa|>cr  by  Kline  (1990)  that  states 
I  QM  is  best  carried  out  in  a  more  paiticipative  management  atmosphere  and  that 
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piofcssional  people  are  Tlteoiy  Y  (Mc(iregor  1960)  individuals  who  want 
responsibility  and  bottom  -up  |)ractices  to  motivate  them  and  promote  creativity. 

2.2  Plir.VIOUS  KKSKARCII  -  I  be  lileiatme  e.xtensively  covers  methods  and 
success  sloiies  for  ipialily  impiovemeni  in  the  mamifaclui ing  indnstiy  which  in  a 
broad  sense  can  apply  als('  to  (lie  cmistMicdon  mdusOy  Seven  widely  accepted 
tools  for  (juality  impiovemeni  include  the  use  ol  How  chails  to  outline  the  jnocess 
to  be  analysed  (liuii  1990).  cause-atid-enecl  diagiams  to  analyze  relationships  and 
obtain  more  information  about  processes  and  their  output  (Sarazen  1990),  control 
chaits  to  piovidc  a  statistical  means  to  control  process  variation  (Shalmin  1990). 
hislogranis  as  a  graphical  method  to  more  easily  see  data  trends  (Juran  Institute 
1989),  check  sheets  to  gather  data  in  an  organized  and  useful  manner  (Juran 
Institute  1989).  Pareto  charts,  named  after  the  Pareto  Principle  (more  commonly 
known  as  the  80/20  itilc).  which  idcntiries  what  causes  are  responsible  for  most  of 
the  problems  (nun  1990)  and  rurally  scatter  diagrams  for  analyzjng  the 
relationship  between  two  variables  (niiir  1990) 

Nothing  was  found  directly  relating  to  contract  file  review  for  the  purpose 
of  quality  improvement  I  he  Navy  regularly  audits  contract  files  for  the  purpose 
of  deteiinining  comnliance  with  statutes,  regulations  and  directives  which  can 
actually  hinder  motivations  to  seek  cpiality  improvements,  ie.  too  much  emphasis 
on  documentation  rather  than  the  process  and  the  desired  final  result.  An  audit  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  Inspector  (Jencial  (1984)  found  generally  inadequate 
inspection  of  construction  pidjccts  and  insufficient  use  of  value  engineering. 
While  these  post  constrnction  audits  often  contain  useful  information,  by  I'QM 
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standards  this  is  too  laic  in  the  pioccss  to  he  collecting  prohleins.  Wc  should  be 
gallicring  such  infoiination  and  looking  for  ways  to  improve  tiic  process  in  order  to 
produce  designs  that  incct  customer  and  regulatory  rccpiiremcnts,  and  arc  easily 
built  and  inspected  with  piopeils  tiained  constiiiclors  and  inspectors. 


(  MAPI  i:u  3  rksi:ah(  II  Mi:rii()i)()L()c;Y 


3.1  OnJK(”riVr.  -  lo  see  il  a  slnictnrcd  leview  of  coniplclcd  project  contract 
(locnincntatioti  could  be  beneficial  to  lioidilesbootinp  (piality  problems  and 
improving  fninre  project  (pialily 

3.2  SUMMARY  -  ibe  mclbod  consists  ol  tbc  following  stejis: 

•  I'.stablisb  where  or  for  whom  (piality  improvement  is  desired 

•  Decide  who  will  rate  existing  (piality  conditions 

•  Select  appropiiate  list  si/c  of  completed  |)iojects  ensuring  files  are 
accessible 

•  Have  selected  personnel  late  projects  on  the  list 

•  Develop  a  compiebensive  and  olijective  cbccklist  to  use  for  file  reviews 

•  Review  files  and  collect  data  on  cbeeklists 

•  Analyse  data  for  indicatois  or  tiends  lesponsible  for  bigb  or  low  quality 

3.3  PROC'KSS  -  Ibe  fiist  step  is  to  detciinine  where  the  quality  improvement  is 
desired  and  who  can  best  judge  the  (piality  of  completed  projects.  My  primaiy 
focus  was  on  im|uoving  quality  in  tbc  eyes  of  tbc  facility  owner  with  secondaiy 
crnpliasis  on  the  construction  managers  ratings  In  tbc  case  study,  facility  owners 
(the  customer)  were  rcpicscutcd  by  a  nine  member  panel  of  Public  Works 
Department  engineers  and  one  facility  manager  from  tbc  Family  Housing 
Department.  Construction  managers  were  employed  by  tbc  Resident  Officer  in 
Charge  of  Construction  (ROICC)  Ibe  ROICC  is  but  one  part  of  the  Naval 
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Facilities  Fngiiiccritig  ('ommniul  whose  mission  is  to  siip|)oil  (he  operating  forces 
with  quality  facilities  hnill  on  lime  and  within  budget  Naval  Air  Station, 
Whidhey  Island  was  chosen  foi  (his  ease  study,  witli  the  customer  rating 
completed  project  (piality  either  high,  medium,  or  low  Mr.  Marv  Danielson,  (he 
Deputy  R()IC'('  at  Naval  Air  Station.  Whidhey  Island,  in  consultation  with  his 
staff,  similaily  rated  the  eontiaets  (di  (piality  with  icgaid  to  ease  of  administration. 
It  is  impoitant  to  note  that  (his  process  is  veiy  (lexihic  and  can  he  tailored  to  meet 
the  goals  of  any  oigani/ation  oi  dc|)aitmen(  within  an  organization  whether  public 
or  inivatc 

Next  comes  the  determination  o(  sample  si/e  I  he  Navy  keeps  completed 
contract  rccotds  for  seven  years  I  he  (lies  aie  kept  at  (he  ROICC  for  one  to  two 
years  and  are  then  sent  to  the  assigned  Federal  Records  Archive  Center  for  the 
balance  of  time.  Naval  Air  Station.  Whidbey  Island  was  selected  as  the  case  study 
site  for  this  research  based  on  its  reasonable  tiavcl  distance  from  my  home  and  (he 
close  proximity  of  (he  I  ederal  Archive  (  enter  in  Seattle,  Hie  Deputy  ROICC 
compiled  a  list  of  completed  projects  going  hack  three  years  I  his  resulted  in  a 
total  of  50  contracts,  of  which  .Ft  wcie  latcd  high  or  low  (piality  by  the  customer, 
(Public  Woiks  or  the  Housing  Dept  )  and/or  (he  ROICC  (Appendix  A).  This  was  a 
sufTicicnt  nnmbcr  of  contracts  (or  analysis  and  memories  of  the  projects  were  fresh 
enough  to  accomplish  meaningful  (piality  ratings 

While  the  |)rojec(  listing  was  being  picpaicd,  the  icvicw  checklist  was 
developed  (Appendix  B).  It  was  keyed  to  the  File  format  used  by  ROICC  Whidbey 
and  designed  to  pull  as  much  piactical  data  as  feasible.  Measurements  were  made 
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as  objectively  as  possible  liy  (niaiilifyin}>  data  lalbei  (ban  using  (enns  such  as 
"frequent"  or  "raiely". 

Once  the  leview  checklist  was  completed,  the  anibor  reviewed  only  (hose 
contracts  rated  high  or  low  (jiiality  by  the  cuslotnci  or  (he  ROICC,  filling  out  blank 
checklists  for  each  I  his  took  fiom  I  i/2  to  6  hours  each  depending  on  the  size  of 
the  contract.  Twenty  five  conliaci  Ides  weie  located  at  (he  ROK'C  Whidbey 
office  and  the  lemaining  eight  at  the  Tedcial  Aicliive  (  enter.  The  data  was  then 
analyzxd  to  find  commonalties  (hat  could  be  linked  to  the  high  or  low  quality 
ratings. 
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(  IIAP  I  KU  4  -  ANAI-VSIS 

4.1  QIIAMTY  DIS  I  UIIUI I  ION  -  A  Idlal  of  50  cdMipIclcd  projects  were  rated 
for  quality  by  the  cnstoiucis  and  the  K()t(  (  ,  as  outlined  in  section  3.2.  Out  of 
these,  17  (34%)  wcic  rated  hiph  (piality  by  the  customer  while  only  7  (14%)  were 
rated  low  quality.  Of  the  leinaining  26  projects  lalcd  medium  by  the  customer, 
eight  were  latcd  high  and  one  was  laled  low  bv  the  ROK'C.  Table  I  shows  the 
breakdown  of  customer  lalcd  piojccts  by  type  in  the  high  and  low  quality 
categories.  While  it  is  cncotii aging  to  see  the  high  (piality  projects  outnumber  the 
low  by  a  two-to-ouc  mnigm.  iheie  is  loom  lot  signi (leant  improvement  in  the 
percentage  of  high  (piality  piojecis 


Table  I.  -  Project  Hicakdonii  (C'usloiucr  tinted) 


1  bgh -Quality  Projects 

Repairs 

Motbricalions 

New  Construction 

Totals 

Number 

7 

■1 

6 

17 

Percent  of  Projects 

•1 T'., 

1 X'*;, 

.TV'/„ 

10% 

Total  Value  (.^il.tldO) 

1.1.  IXI 

56  S| 

52U  2.T7 

$.21,068 

Percent  of  Value 

.1";, 

2";. 

9<l% 

100% 

Loiv_Qu.a  li  t  j’Proj  c  c  t  s 

Number 

.1 

2 

1 

7 

Percent  of  Projects 

26’’;, 

l'l% 

100% 

fotal  Value  (II.OUO) 

.51.716 

5l()'i 

54.2.12 

$6,078 

Percent  of  Value 

2':;, 

70% 

100% 
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New  coiislniclion  made  up  a  laipcr  poiiion  of  llic  high  (jiiality  Jobs,  I'aclors 
alliibnlahlc  to  (his  include  moic  fiecdoin  for  the  design  professional  and  less 
opportunity  for  conflicts  due  to  unfoicscen  site  conditions.  Also  new  construction 
contracts  arc  usually  laigcr  jobs  dial  alliaci  belter  oigaui/,cd  and  more  qualified 
contractors,  I  hc  dcsigu-budd  melhod  was  used  \ei\  sueccssfullly  to  construct  one 
project, a  new  eommissai\  stole  llus  melliod  sliifls  icsponsibility  for  design 
errors  and  consliuclibihls'  to  the  conliaeloi  -  an  ineenli\c  for  (piality  design,  I  hc 
contractoi  was  selected  by  a  eonimillee  using  a  point  sysicin  based  on  price  and 
(he  technical  adcrpiacy  of  his  pioposal  Heeause  this  pioject  was  not  funded  by 
congicssional  appiopiiations.  the  ounei  was  allowed  to  have  a  icsiricicd  bidders 
list, 

I  hc  low  (pialit>  jobs  by  conliasi  weie  mainly  rc|)air  and  inodirication  work, 
Ihcsc  jobs,  besides  being  nuue  diflicult  to  design  because  of  Iruilt  in  constraints 
and  hidden  pioblcms.  ate  also  haidet  to  consiiuel  due  to  usually  having  to  work 
around  facility  opcialions.  ecpiipincnt  and  peisonnci  I  hc  following  sections  will 
elaborate  on  differences  found  between  low  and  high  (piality  projects  in  relevant 
project  flics 

4.2  (JIAN(;K  OUDKKS  -  (  hangc  older  types  and  ficcpicncics  arc  an  indication 
of  (he  project  design  (piality  llus  includes  the  adeipiacy  of  customer  input  as  to 
what  is  required,  the  design  rums  (icid  investigation  and  the  technical  adequacy  of 
(he  plans  and  spccincations  I  he  data  found  in  Ihc  change  ordci  files  is  consistent 
with  Ihc  customer  quality  ratings  I  igurc  2  shows  that  design  errors  were  (he  most 
frequent  cause  of  changes,  with  low  (piality  projects  having  a  50%  higher 


occurrence  rate.  In  addition,  the  comments  in  the  A/f',  files  indicated  that  the 
scope  of  the  errors  were  generally  much  smaller  on  the  high  quality  projects. 


f)osigii  Frror  llnfoicsccii  C’u.slonicr  Claims 

Conditions  Keqnrsted 


□  High  Quality  ■  Low  Quality 
Figure  2.-  Change  Orders  by  Type 

C  hanges  for  unforeseen  conditions  were  not  significantly  different  although 
from  comments  it  was  noted  that  the  ones  associated  with  high  quality  projects 
were  not  due  to  poor  site  investigation  while  the  ones  associated  with  low  quality 
projects  were.  C'ustomei  requested  changes  were  actually  higher  for  the  high 
quality  jobs.  Most  of  these  changes  occurred  on  two  large  and  complex  projects  - 
the  hospital  addition  and  the  new  C’-9  Maintenance  Hangar.  Although  TQM 
principles  would  correctly  call  this  poor  planning,  the  customer  apparently  did  not 
consider  that  in  selecting  their  quality  ratings,  fhe  other  changes  relate  little  to 
customer  quality,  but  rather  deal  with  the  contractor/ROlCC  interface  which  will 
be  addressed  later.  The  higher  cost  of  changes  stemming  from  deficient  design  of 
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tlie  low  quality  projects  is  iiulicatctl  by  tlic  mucli  biglicr  average  change  order  rate 
per  project  (Figure  3  )  as  compared  to  the  high  (piality  projects.  The  scope  of 
design  enors  on  the  low  quality  projects  was  also  generally  larger  in  relation  to 
project  size. 
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□  High  Qiialtly  ■  Low  Quality 


Figure  3.-  Change  Order  Rale  as  Percent  of  Cost 


4.3  CORRKSPOINDEINCK  -  Project  quality  issues  arc  generally  reflected  in  the 
correspondence  file  Prohlems  with  the  design  or  workmanship  are  usually  well 
documented  This  analysis  indicates  that  high  (piality  projects  generated 
substantially  less  correspondence  dealing  with  problems  and  clarifications  with  the 
plans  and  specifications  (I  igurc  4)  Better  design  and  the  contractor's 
willingness/ahility  to  interpret  the  plans  and  specifications  are  both  likely  reasons 
for  this  finding.  There  was  twice  the  volume  of  routine  coiTespondence  on  the 
high  quality  projects  compared  with  the  low  quality  projects.  This  can  be 


attributed  to  the  same  two  projects  that  generated  numerous  customer  change 
orders  -  the  hospital  additioti  and  the  new  C-9  Maititenance  Hangar. 


Routine  Clarillcalions  Problems 

□  High  Qufliify  ■  Low  Quality 
Figure  4.-  Correspondence  Rreakdown 

Both  of  these  projects  had  contractors  with  numeious  ideas  for  alternative 
materials  or  methods,  relayed  through  correspondence.  Many  were  approved  by 
the  Navy.  Ihree  of  the  low  (juality  projects  had  adversarial  overtones  in  the 
coiTespondence,  ie.  "I'm  putting  you  on  notice  that...",  which  usually  occuned 
when  the  contractors  were  alleging  faulty  plans  or  speciHcations  in  hopes  of 
receiving  additional  compensation  When  the  ROICC  repeatedly  asked  for 
justification  supporting  the  contractors  position,  the  issues  were  dropped.  For  the 
most  part  though,  all  projects  had  a  professional  and  cooperative  tone  in  the 
coiTespondence. 
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4.4  ARCJM  rK(!  I7KN(;HNKKK  VISI  TS  -  I  he  type  niid  niagniluclc  of 
(liscrcpaticics  noted  dining  these  visits  can  fnithei  indicate  quality  problems 
related  to  the  contiactors  peilnimance  I  he  govemment  separately  funds  field 
visits  during  construction.  i(  icipnred.  All  the  new  construction  projects  and  a  few 
repair  juojccts  with  some  unitpie  (eatuics  had  A/f  field  visits.  I  he  number  of 
diserepancics  lugcd  per  visit  was  ielali\ely  consistent  between  the  high  and  low 
(piality  projects,  but  the  ly|)e  o(  discicpancics  vaiicd  liom  mostly  cosmetic,  ic. 
paint  toueb-up.  on  the  high  (pialily  jobs  to  (ailing  to  meet  specifications,  ic. 
missing  ventilation  components  oi  ponding  on  concrete  slabs,  on  the  low  quality 
projects,  riicic  weic  about  moie  Held  \isits  per  lilOO, ()()()  of  construction  for 
the  low  quality  piojccts.  howesci  tlieie  was  not  a  clcai  correlation  between  the 
number  of  field  visits  and  project  (|uality  Ihe  main  piojcct  responsible  for  the 
increase  was  the  flight  Simulator  llldg  Addition  (Conliact  86-0171),  which  was 
plagued  by  a  jiooi  design  and  an  imcimpciative  contiactoi 

4.5  PAYMKIN  IS  AINI)  TA^  R()I,I,S  -  It  was  thought  that  jiayment  deductions 
and  late  payroll  submissions  might  occur  moic  often  in  the  low  quality  projects 
due  to  poor  woikmanship  and  management  In  this  case  study,  the  processing  of 
payments  and  com|)liancc  with  payioll  submission  icijuiiemcnts  docs  not  ajipcar  to 
be  a  factor  in  customer  satisfaction  Rather  it  is  a  matter  of  the  contractor/ROlCC 
woiking  relationship,  'flic  trends  in  I  iguie  5  suggest  that  better  communication  in 
the  field  between  ROK'C  inspcctois  and  the  pioject  superintendent  on  satisfactoiy 
work  in  place  and  stored  mateiial  inventories,  before  invoice  submission,  would 
reduce  the  fiecpicncy  of  deductions  by  the  ROU  C  and  improve  ROICC/contractor 
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relations,  l  lic  higher  rale  ol  invoice  disagreement  on  the  high  quality  projects  can 
be  atlribntcd  to  the  larger  si/e  of  invoices  that  were  associated  with  the  much 
larger  projects. 


Figure  5.-  Paynicnt/Payroll  Statistics 

Good  communication  and  a  method  of  mutually  tracking  completed  work 
then  becomes  even  more  critical  on  larger  projects.  Submitting  payrolls  on  time 
seems  to  be  equally  troublesome  although  on  the  low  quality  projects  the  prime 
contractor  is  usually  the  one  with  late  payrolls  whereas  on  high  quality  projects, 
which  again  were  larger,  the  subcontractors  were  generally  the  problem. 


4.6  SCIIKDUI.ES  -  I'arly  project  completion  may  be  linked  to  higher  quality  by 
an  efficient  contractor  who  meets  specifications  the  first  time  and/or  a  quality 
design  with  few  enors  or  customer  additions.  Only  two  projects  had  late 
completions  (Figure  6)  fhere  is  nonnally  ample  time  given  to  complete  the  work 


and  time  extensions  are  granted  for  justified  delays.  Bar  charts  or  lists  were  used 
on  all  but  three  projects  which  were  multi-million  dollar  new  construction  projects 
using  CPM.  It  can  be  seen  from  the  data  that  41%  of  the  high  quality  projects 
finished  early  while  none  of  the  low  quality  projects  did  so.  This  appeared  to  be 
the  result  of  organized  and  efficient  contractors  familiar  with  Navy  contract 
requirements,  that  were  iti  most  cases  working  with  well  prepared  |)lans  and 
specifications. 


100% /I 


On-Time  Farly  Late 

□  iiigli  Qualify  ■  Low  Quality 
Figure  6.  -  Project  Completions 

4.7  DAILY  REPORTS  -  Daily  reports  filled  out  by  the  contractor  and  reviewed 
by  the  government  inspector  arc  the  first  place  quality  or  other  problems  should  be 
documented.  Unfortunately,  there  is  a  general  lack  of  documentation  by 
government  inspectors  on  the  daily  reports.  Although  Figure  7  shows  low  quality 
projects  had  higher  rates  of  non-conformance  or  instruction  by  the  inspector,  the 
number  of  instances  noted  was  low  in  relation  to  the  poor  workmanship  noted 
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elsewhere  in  the  files.  Ilicic  arc  several  factors  that  could  be  influencing  this. 
According  to  the  Deputy  ROICX'  and  from  the  authors  personal  experience,  most 
inspectors  generally  do  not  like  to  write  and  they  rarely  do  detailed  inspections  for 
conformance  to  the  specifications,  American  Society  for  Testing  &  Materials 


Non-C'onfoi  ninncc  Noted  Instructed 

Superintendent 

□  High  Qufliity  ■  Dow  Quality 


Figure  7.  -  Problems  Noted  on  Daily  Reports  to  Inspector 


methods,  Atncrican  National  Safety  Institute  guidelines,  or  other  such 
publications,  rurthcr,  they  aic  not  usually  experienced  in  all  the  trades  they  are 
called  upon  to  inspect  A  final  cause,  one  I’ve  observed  personally,  is  where 
higher  authority  issued  guidance  discouraging  wording  on  the  daily  reports  such  as 
"electrical  outlets  have  been  installed  in  accordance  with  project  specifications". 
This  is  because  of  the  legal  ramifications  that  could  be  experienced  if  the  outlets 
later  failed  and  the  inspector  missed  something,  fherefore  the  inspectors  nearly 
always  write  "no  comment"  or  "work  appears  adequate"  at  the  bottom  of  the  daily 
reports 
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4.8  QllAI,^F^  ASSHKANC  I.  Checklists  wcic'  (lc\cl('|)ccl  ns  pnil  of  a  Quality 
Assuiancc  I’lau  to  impKne  pio|eel  (pialits  I  liese  aic  ie(|iiiic(l  on  most  |)roicets. 
hut  WCIC  laicK'  (lone  and  the  ones  that  had  hccii  done  wcic  iiicomplctc  with  no 
follow-up  (^ii'ilily  IS  no  doiihi  a  eouccin  of  the  K<  )l(  (  ,  hut  this  particular  method 
was  appaicutl\'  not  pcicci\cd  as  a  \ahiahlc  tool  to  impio\c  (piality,  hut  rather  just 
another  papeiwoik  huidcii 

4.‘>  COMlMdAINCK  NOI  K  I.S  -  (Ompliancc  notices  can  reialc  to  the 
cmitiactoi's  commilmcnl  (o  (|ualil\  m  that  thc\  show  I)  the  contractor  failed  to 
meet  specidcatiims  and  2)  icpralcd  allcmpis  h\  the  K( )!(  '('  to  pet  the  piohlem 
(i.xed  have  failed  foui  pi(i|ccis  icached  the  pomi  iciimimp  loimal  notices  (20 
total)  to  collect  oulstaiidmj',  ddicieiicies  (lipiiie  S  )  Ihice  were  hiph  (pialily 
pio|ccls,  (MU'  (d  which  vvas  icsp(Misihle  Im  12  iu>lices  and  was  lalcd  low  hy  the 
K( )!(■(■  f(M  (piality  (d  conliaci  admimstialKMi  I  he  one  low  (pialily  |)iojccl 
received  16  indices  I  Ins  apjieais  to  he  a  spmadic  prohicm  in  this  study  and  no 
overall  cmiclalioii  to  cusIimuci  (|ualily  can  he  diaun  Appaienlly  some  contractors 
choose  to  delay  cmiecimp  delicicncics  mild  it  is  coiuemenl  for  them,  rather  than 
the  ROICC 

4.10  DISIMI  ri'’S  -  Disputes  wcie  icialcd  mosiK  to  the  KOiCC's  (]ualily  rating 
foi  case  of  contiact  admnuslialKMi  lalhei  than  the  (|nalily  (d  the  (niishcd  product. 
I  here  wcic  (mu  disputes  out  (d  six  million  didlais  of  low  (pialily  work  and  cipht 
disputes  out  o(  .2  I  million  didlais  (d  hiph  (pialily  woik  (l■ipurc  8  ).  The  much 
hiphei  lale  foi  the  low  (piahl\  piojccls  is  a  h'pical  icsull  of  more  amhiguous  plans 
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and  specifications  and  less  cooperative  contractors.  All  things  considered, 
disputes  occur  a  small  percentage  of  the  time  and  all  were  settled  at  the  disputes 
review  hoard  or  contracting  ofllcer  level. 


Compliance  Notices  Disputes 


□  lligit  Quality  ■  Low  Quality 
Figure  8.  -  Compliance  Notices  A  Disputes 

4.1 1  SlIUMri'I  ALS  -  Submittal  rejection  rates  measure  how  well  the  contractor 
reads  and  com|)lies  with  material  specifications  and  can  indicate  the  degree  to 
which  (piality  is  considered  l  igure  9  demonstrates  that  contractors  associated 
with  low  quality  projects  had  nearly  five  times  the  rejection  rate  as  those 
associated  with  the  high  quality  projects.  This  suggests  that  th  ^e  contractors  and 
their  subcontractors  place  a  low  priority  on  contract  compliance. 

4.12  CON  I'RAC"!'  CLOSK-OU  T  -  Hie  close-out  file  contains  items  such  as 
final  inspection  punchlists  and  who  attended,  warranty  information,  receipt  of  as- 
builts  and  operations  manuals  and  other  administrative  documents. 
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Rcjecled  Suhiniltals 


□  lligli  Qualify  ■  Low  Qualify 
Figure  9.  -  Suhmiffal  Rejccfiou  Rafcs 


Because  of  scveial  variables  such  as  liming  aiul  tlic  peisonnel  involved,  no 
correlation  to  qiiality  could  be  drawn  from  this  inforinalion.  Final  punchlist  length 
was  a  function  of  contractor  (horougliriess.  contract  time  remaining  and  whether 
the  government  inspector  performed  pre-final  inspections  to  reduce  the  final 
inspection  punchlist.  About  half  of  the  contractors  on  the  high  and  low  quality 
projects  waited  longer  than  60  days  to  submit  their  final  invoice  and  release  of 
claims.  There  could  be  numerous  reasons  for  this  and  no  speculations  were  made. 


4.13  ROICC  QUALITV  KA TIINCTS  -  As  mentioned  previously,  the  ROICC 
ratings  were  primarily  used  to  aid  in  forming  conclusions  on  why  the  customer 
rated  a  project  cither  high  or  low  ((ualily.  'flic  data  makes  it  clear  that  although 
error-free  contract  documents  arc  desirable,  the  ROIC  C  can  still  consider  it  a  high 
quality  project  if  the  designer  is  responsive  in  clarifying  ambiguities  and  correcting 
errors.  The  contractors  attitude  is  also  a  key  factor  in  that  problems  raised  were 
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iiol  in  and  of  ihcnisclvcs  n  sifoi  of  pool  (pialily  lo  contiaci  adininistialors.  I  lie 
validity  of  llic  piolilcni';  and  (lie  coopeialion  in  coniinj>  (o  a  win-win  solution  is 
where  the  cpiality  distinetion  comes  in  In  (Ins  study  the  five  |)rojec(s  (he  ROICC 
rated  low  cpiality  either  had  a  desipnei  (hat  \sas  slow  piiniding  solutions  to  field 
prohlenis,  a  contiaclor  willlnlK  being  dillicult.  le  picsenling  problems  while  not 
attempting  to  I'liid  solutions.  oi  a  contiactoi  unlamiliar  with  government  contract 
docunieiitation  leipmements  and  imwillmg  to  leain  how  lo  deal  with  them. 

4.14  AUKA  SUM  MAUN  -  I  he  low  (pialily  jirojccts  were  near 

evenly  split  with  each  expeiiencmg  jiom  design,  pool  woi  knianship  or  both  ( I  able 
2)  The  pooily  designed  piojecls  included  lack  of  site  investigation  by  the 
designer,  poor  coordination  between  disciplines  invoKed  in  preparing  the  plans 
and  specificatimis,  and  pctoi  commiinicalion  ol  customer  recpurenienis  and 
expectations 

Table  2.  -  Uow  (jiiality  Piojrct  rmtilciii  Areas 

Project  Number  ')()-.|s.l2  ')(I-.1X2S  •iii-IX i  7  X'>-S7()7  X'MI7.S  XX-Xl-ll  Xr>-()I7I 

Pool  Design  \  X  X  X 

Poor  \Voikmnnshi|i  X  X  X  X  X 

Poor  (  oiitiactor  Relalic'iis  X  X  X 

Poor  Contract  Admimslinlion  ,X 

ROICC  Rating  Med  Med  Med  Med  l.ow  l.ow  lx)w 


Of  the  four  projects  w  ith  poor  w  in  knianship  documented  by  architects  and 
inspectors,  thicc  coniractois  a|ipeaicd  to  be  uncoo|)cra(i\e  and  conccnicd  niainiy 
with  rinancial  inattcrs  fins  is  based  on  the  coiies|)ondence  files  which  showed 
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rcpc.Ticd  fniliiics  by  coiiliacldis  td  toned  piobitms  idcnliflcd  by  ibc  ROICC  and 
nmncions  icepicsis  for  nddilionni  eompcnsalion  loi  nllcpcdly  lanlly  plans  Ibat  were 
eveninally  aliandoned  due  l<i  lack  ol  iiistilkalion  I  be  low  lalinps  by  Ibe  ROICC 
eoincide  wilb  ibis,  as  can  l)c  seen  bv  the  pool  woikmp  lelalionsliip  wilh  ihe 
conliacloi  and  the  acKeisaiial  eoiiespondence  (one  One  small  pmebase  contract 
foi  $15, (too,  wbicb  lacked  pioMsions  ie(|niiinp  bondinp.  piopicss  schedules  or 
daily  rcpoits  to  the  inspeclin.  uas  auaided  to  ;i  conliacloi  who  used  it  as  a  "(III  in" 
job  and  had  litlic  concem  (oi  the  |)io|ecl  Ihe  one  piojcct  shown  with  poor 
contract  adininislialion  had  a  sene';  o(  pioblems  1)  the  conliacloi  did  not  appear 
to  be  Inlly  (jiialilied  for  flic  alann  woik  based  on  nnineioiis  failed  operational  tests 
2)  the  govcinmeni’s  conliaci  adniinislialoi  uas  an  inspector  who  was  fully  not 
(pialificd  foi  the  position  and  5)  a  design  wii!i  poor  field  invcsiigalion  as 
docnincnied  on  the  designeis  pei  foniiance  esahialion 
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(  HAIM  i:u  5  -  (  ()N(MISI()NS 

5.1  MI/mODOl >()(;^  I  Ins  inclltod  of  :in;iiv/ing  liislni  icnl  (lain  pr  oved  useful 

for  Iroubleshooling  yovemmenl  eonsitnclion  piojccl  (|ualily  l  ire  residls  identify 
and  snbstauliate  broad  piobicm  areas,  llurs  rrtecMrnp  lire  ob|eclive.s  of  lire  proiject.  If 
more  detailed  arralysis  was  reiintred.  mlervrews  eoidd  be  held  with  |)rdiecl 
participarrts  to  pirrpoint  specilk  (.ticttmslaiKcs  siitroundrnp  particular  problerrrs. 
Ibis  method  is  based  on  (lie  ptinctple  (d  learning  (torn  past  mistakes  and  is 
srrpported  by  r(.?M  experts  ((  an  cV:  I  rtlrnan)  as  a  tool  for  improving  (]irality.  Any 
organi/ation  that  lias  a  coinpleie  papeiwoik  ddcnmenling  tbeir  prodircl  or 

service  from  rnception  to  deli\ei\.  coidd  rise  ibrs  method  to  improve  their 
perforrnarree  Marrufactirr  ing  nidnstries  have  liccn  the  tradrtional  irser  s  of  methods 
similar  to  this  irr  the  recent  jiast  and  scrvrcc  orgarn/ations  arc  jrrst  now  looking  to 
embrace  K^M  to  irrrprose  (piality  and  cHlciencs  ((  trip  Smith).  An  important 
clement  of  this  method  is  basrng  the  analysrs  on  the  errstorner  for  whom  quality  is 
to  be  improved 

5.2  QUAId  lA’  I S  -  I  be  two  broad  areas  that  rc(]uirc 

improvement  to  brirrg  alnnit  consistentK  Irrglier  (inality  for  the  customer  include 
more  tirororrgb  project  planning  and  desrgn  to  meet  cuslorncr  needs  and  better 
incentives  to  promote  more  corilractor  responsrbrirty  for  (jirality  control,  fbese  arc 
not  new  concepts,  brrt  lire  research  shows  that  both  arc  ccprally  rcqirircd  for  a  high 
qrrality  rcsirlt  fire  new  ASCI  grridclrncs  for  (jrrality  in  the  constrirclcd  project 


(1900)  .siippdil  llicsc  coiiccpls  wliolchcnilodiv  Specific  lliuliiigs  supporting  this 

include: 

•  llnll  (lie  low  (|ii;dilN  pioicds  had  Inch  t  hanc.c  oidci  tales  lelalcd  to  design 
crrois  or  nnldieseen  condilioiis 

•  C'oncspondcnec  files  (ni  low  (|nalil\  piojeels  contained  twice  the 
docnmeiilalioii  lelaled  lo  piohleins  wiili  design  oi  woi kinanship  as  did  the 
high  (|nalily  pioK'cls 

•  Archilcet  site  visits  on  (lie  low  (|iialily  piojeels  ie\ealcd  inoic  serious 
woikinanship  dcfecls  and  iion-conloimiuf;  woik 

•  Daily  lepoits  indiealed  loin  limes  ihe  lale  ol  non-conformance  lo  plans  and 
specifications  on  the  low  (pialiiy  piojecis 

•  Contractois  on  low  (|iialily  piojects  had  siihmillal  icicclion  rates  five  times 
that  of  contiactois  on  (iigli  (pialily  piojecIs 

5.3  SIIMMAK\'  -  (  ollecled  dala  (lom  completed  coniraci  files  consistently 

dcmonstiated  that 

•  I  he  methodology  was  successful  in  idenlilx  ing  hioad  prohlcrn  areas 
icsponsihle  (oi  pool  ipialiU 

•  In  this  case  study,  poor  design  horn  holh  lack  of  customer  input  and 
technical  adc(|uacy,  along  with  pool  conliaclor  workmanship  and  attitude 
were  ci|iially  icsponsihle  loi  |)o<m  cpialilN  piojecis 
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(  MAPI  i:r  6  -  iu:(  ()iMiMi:iNi)A noiNS 

6.1  QUALI  IA’  IMI’UON  r.MKN  I  S  -  II  (|n;ilitN  impiovcmcnis  .'irc  to  lie  icali/cd 
on  more  piojeels.  elianpes  tmisi  he  made  to  eiiMiie  llie  processes  liy  which  we 
procure  design  and  conslmclion  setAices  consislenlly  includes  quality  as  a  top 
concem  It  will  hkcK  lake  liindamcnial  shills  m  management  practices  and 
legulaloiy  piocesscs  Spccificalls .  steps  mii-'l  he  taken  to  ensuie  sunicictil  lead 
titnc  is  given  to  esiahlish  cuslomei  leipniements.  conduct  a  comptehensive  site 
investigatiou.  and  lhoioughl\'  desigji  and  cooidmate  plans  and  spcciricalions.  laid 
of  the  year  inshes  and  hapha/aid  lediictmii  id  pioieci  scope  to  meet  fiscal 
constraints  must  he  avoided 

(’ontiaclois  must  he  selected  using  some  loim  of  (lualificalioti  ciilciia  in 
addition  to  the  lowest  pitce  Rescafch  hy  Uhitehmsl  (1991)  catnc  to  the  same 
couchtsioti  (’otilraclors  staled  that  they  desiie  to  do  (pialily  work,  but  fcdcial 
competitive  bidding  tcgttlalmiis  ollcn  countei  that  goal  by  forcing  them  to  cut 
corners  to  win  bids  oi  not  bid  at  all  Seveial  lecommcndations  follow  with  the 
intent  of  impto\ing  the  I\m)  [iiohlem  aieas  idenlilied  as  icsponsibic  for  poor 
(|ualily: 


a  Select  the  ptupei  design  team  with  pimen  cxpciicncc  on  the  type  of 
project  heing  uftdei  taken 
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b.  Include  n  sudlcicnl  desi^in  (cc  loi  site  nuesligalion  and  do  not  use  as- 
bnills  alone  to  deleimine  existiii);  condilions  (oi  ciilical  niilily  locations  or 
aieas  wbeie  new  cdiisli iicimii  meets  e\islmji 

e  l  ake  lime  to  imdei stand  cnsiomei  lerjiiiicincnls  and  expectations  for 
the  piojecl  I  Ise  cnnsnltants  to  help  enstomeis  who  aie  not  sine  what  they 
letpine 

d  Ifthe  pioiect  scojie  exsecds  Inidpel,  pel  uilh  the  cnsiomei  to  explain 
liade-(dls  and  lednce  sc('pe  instead  ol  (|nahl\ 

e  I’ackape  snnilai  small  pin|ccls  into  one  laipei  pi('|ecl  to  atliacl  more 
and  beltei  (pialified  con'.iactois 

f  Seek  lepnlatoiy  chanpe  to  the  I  edcial  Ac(|msilion  Regulations  to  allow 
bidding  on  a  combination  ol  puce  and  conliacloi  (pialillcations. 

g  Allow  nioie  use  oT  design  -  bmid  conliacis  as  was  done  on  the 
Commissary  pioiect  m  this  sindv  (section  -I  I ) 

h  Incoipoiale  the  method  ol  conliacl  leview  m  this  lesearcb  as  a  continual 
pioccss  foi  (pialilN'  impuncment  lionbleshooling  and  |ndgrcss  monitoring. 
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I  he  mnuy  success  sluiics  in  Ihe  Iilci;i(nie  claim  that  (|iinli1y  does  not  come 
a(  a  liigli  price  I  he  sav  ings  (lom  doiiip.  lhm|>s  liplit  ihc  fiist  lime  more  lhati  pay 
for  effbil  to  achieve  il  Ihc  hciiclils  td  ihc  Naw  or  oilier  public  agencies  include 
happier  and  moie  pioducli\c  ciislomcis.  huvci  lacilils  opeialions  and  maintenance 
costs  and  m  some  cases  louci  in.  al  consiiiiclion  ci'sis 

6.2  Mi  rimi'',  RI'.SI'.AIK  II  -  Similai  icscaicli  could  he  doiii'.  concenlraling  on 
the  design  piocess.  to  hone  in  on  ohclacicc  impeding  cpialily  designs.  Another  area 
to  e.xjjloie  would  he  Ihe  dc\clopmcnl  ol  a  coniiacloi  (pialilicalion  criteria  to  use  in 
competiti\e  hidding  dial  uonid  weed  out  die  pool  perlormers  in  a  fair  and 
erpiitahle  way  I  inally.  icpiilahle  designcis  ;uid  coniiacloi s  should  he  surveyed  to 
determine  what  melhods  ihcv  use  lo  cnsiiie  ipialily  on  piivale  sector  projects  for 
knowicdgcahic  clients  Ihese  iiicIIkmIs  uia\  dien  he  mcoipoialcrl  in  public  work 


wlicic  feasilde 


Unn.  John  I  ,  " ihr  h«>h  nf  {)n(ilin.  I'nri  I  (it>in}:  ll'iili  the  l■'l(n^^(ch(^rl)", 
(Jtidlifv  I'lDi^ivw,  June  1  *)')() 


IJnn.  John  I  .  "//;<■  h>nl\  nl  {)i„ilii\:  I  I  I'nicio  (  Ikiris",  (Jiialily  I'royrc.ys, 

Novcinhci  I9')() 

IJinr,  John  I  .  "I he  tnnh  nf  niuiliix.  r,iii  I  II  Stdiier  Diagrams",  {JikiIiIv 
rn>yres.\.  Ucecmhci  !*)')(• 

('an.  David  and  I  illinan.  Ian.  /  \(  <•//<•/;(  c  in  (  invernnient  -  Total  Qiialily 
Mannyenieni  in  the  |')')()  (  oopcis  and  I  \hiand.  Ailmylon.  Virginia 

(’an,  David  atnl  I  illinan.  Ian.  "Oiiiiliiv  in  the  ledcrol  (invernnient",  (Jnahty 
Trnyress,  Scpicinhci  l‘A)0 

Cnlp,  (roidon  and  Sinilh.  Anne.  Apphniy  Total  {hiality  Management  in  Service 
()r^ant:alinn\,  Unpiihlishcd  I’apc'i,  IIDR  I  ngincciing.  Hcllcvnc,  Washington 

llaiwood.  Chailcs  ('  and  I’lclc-is.  (in aid  K  .  "I low  tn  Manaye  (Jnahty 
Improvement",  (Jnahty  I'rnyiv'i^.  Maieh  l'.)*^0 

Inspection  Trocednres  and  I  alne  l.nyjneeriny  Studies  in  the  Heal  I  topeily 
Consirnction  Proyram,  Andil  Repoil,  ()(lm’  ol  iho  lns|ictloi  Cicncral,  Dcpailmcnt 
ofDcfcnsc.  Dcccmhci  21.  I')SI 

Kline,  Donald  11  .  ''hour  PinpoMiimn  for  (Jnahty  Manayement  of  Desiyn 
Oryamzaiions" ,  donrnal  of  Manayement  in  h nyinveriny.  Vohnne  8,  No.  I.. 
.lannary  1992 

McCiregor,  D  ,  The  Unman  Side  of  l  iih'ipriw.  1960  Me(iia\v  Hill,  New  York. 
New  Yoik 

Moliska,  Pan!  J  and  SInllill.  Kail  A  .  ''10  I'lryepts  of  (finality",  (Jnality  Hroyress, 
Fehniaiy  1990 


32 


Nnii.  ('.  II.  atui  lalmn.  ('  11.  " NnuLontnuiiKil  MciIkuIs  of  /nlc^ralion  on 

Conslniclion  I'ron’i  is”.  Joionol  oj  ( 'oinfrin  lion  I'.ny^inccnny,  and  Management, 
Volume  I  18.  No  2.  .lime  IW2 

(fiialilv  In  the  ( 'on\nii(tcd  rinjal,  .1  ( andehne  for  ( twner.s,  Desiy^ners  and 
( 'onslrm  lois.  Volume  1.  Amei  icaii  .Sociels oT  (  imI  I  ’nfiincei  s  1990 

Roy,  Raiijil  K  ,  "(fiialnx  {hn">ni>ns,  niiahn  .  l/nn  <■/ s ",  (^)ualiiv  Progress,  .lamiaiy 
1990 

Saia/eii,  ,1.  Stephen,  ! he  lool\  nj  (  )iiiilii\,  I’ari  III  (  ontrol  (  hails",  (Jiialily 
rroyress,  ,lnl\'  1990 

Shalmin,  IVici  1)  ,  "///(’  Innh  aj  {)iialn\.  ran  III  ( 'onirol  (  hails",  (fnalily 
I'royress,  Anpiist  1990 

Slevick,  (}  1...  " I'leyeniiny,  I'nuesK  l'i<thlem\".  (fiialitv  I'royress,  September  1990 

rite  .liiran  Institiile.  Inc.  " !  he  lnol\  tif  (fnaliiw  I’ari  /I'  llisloyrams",  Qiiahly 
Progress,  Septembei  1990 

I  he  .hiian  Instilnte,  Inc  .  !  he  loop  o/  ifnahn.  Pari  I  (heck  Sheets",  (fnality 

Progress,  Ocfohei  1990 

Whitelnirst.  nonahl  1:  .  Ideniip my  Prohleiin  I-  inminiered  If  hen  ( 'oniracliny  with 
the  Naval  l  acllllies  Pnyineeriny  ( 'oiiiinand.  Uninihlishcd  Report,  University  of 
Washington,  Depaitmcnt  o(  (  i\il  I  ngmcciing.  Antnmn  1991 


COMPLETED  COTTRACT  LISTENG 


33 


Rating 

ROICC 

HIGH 

HIGH 

MED 

HIGH 

MED 

MED 

MED 

MED 

MED 

MED 

MED 

MED 

LOW 

MED 

u 

V 

E 

Q 

Q 

I 

X 

X 

Q 

Q 

Q 

Q 

3 

o 

*1^ 

B 

W 

O 

O 

O 

o 

O 

O 

W 

W 

O 

B 

o 

W 

O' 

V) 

3 

u 

I 

-j 

X 

X 

j 

J 

L. 

o 

w 

«8 

U 

•w 

e 

o 

U 


w 

n 

u 

-w 

e 

o 

U 


V 

X) 

E 

9 


e 

o 

U 


'-j 

c 


=1) 


o 

c 

A 

u 

o 

c 

c 

•c 

3 

> 

A 

B 

2 

(j 

A 

2 

t/) 

U 

o 

U 

A 

c 

o 

a> 

4~l 

2 

G 

o 

t/) 

A 

<U 

4^ 

CT3 

G 

o 

tZ) 

<u 

t/3 
>. 
CO 
> , 

u 

c 

c 

o 

C/) 

< 

A 

3 

T3 

C 

1— 

o 

G 

a 

c 

3 

C 

<t3 

O 

_G 

-O 

3 

CO 

c 

o 

G 

S 

u 

■c 

G 

E 

o 

A 

0) 

2 

G 

o 

A 

G 

JE 

*4-rf 

€d 

k- 

o 

B- 

o 

< 

ui 

< 

«/) 

< 

LU 

<! 

‘  c 

3 

u 

CO 

CO 

.2 

E 

X. 

o 

o 

> 

'/) 

G 

c 

cd 

u- 

Lu 

CL 

-C 

C 

o 

X 

u 

G 

r3 

o 

u 

A 

a> 

1 

c 

ECO  Pacifi 

o 

c 

c 

o 

-C 

u 

ctd 

t7> 

c 

o 

U 

G 

o 

c 

CTj 

u 

C 

a> 

A 

< 

cy 

cd 

> 

O 

d 

u 

(d 

CL 

X 

ed 

'C 

O 

CJ 

< 

CO 

1 

CL 

CJ 

CO 

LU 

CL 

f- 

I 

H 

O 

Z 

H 

O' 

UJ 

03 

A 

O 

o 

03 

CO 

t/> 

k- 

E 

Units 

ding  385 

>G 

r » 

5fJ 

C 

is 

c 

cd 

k. 

o 

"O 

cd 

sO 

k. 

cd 

50 

C 

cd 

U. 

O 

k. 

O 

a. 

•u 

50 

c 

3 

'3 

-n 

k. 

n ) 

OC 

4-^ 

o 

O 

A 

03 

CO 

> 

"G 

(L> 

G 

Q 

G 

Q 

E 

A 

3 

O 

d: 

<u 

£ 

A 

k. 

E 

c 

o 

o 

o 

c 

c 

3 

H 

<!> 

>. 

k. 

o 

CL 

E 

A 

>, 

o 

E 

CO 

o 

E 

CO 

CO 

cd 

o 
'  c 
•u 

4-' 

y. 

Z 

o 

A 

•u 

q:^ 

50 

c 

*E 

w 

'Z) 

c 

c 

o 

E 

u 

W 

D 

— 

— : 

LU 

k« 

15 

< 

k. 

2 

td 

c 

E 

CL 

E 

CO 

-5 

Cd 

CL 

A 

c 

<y> 

V. 

lu 

E 

0* 

a> 

Qd 

3 

Q- 

CO 

H 

o 

D 

Oti 

c/j 

W 

E 
o 
I 

o 

> 
t*- 
O 

o 

k. 

lU 

cC 


VI 


on 

c 


3 

03 

O 

rA 

c 

g 

c3 

a 

s 

o 


E 

4-^ 

I/) 

CO 

c 

2 

*>■* 

3 

jO 

•C 


? 

O 

CL 

O 

c 

o 

c3 

u 

s 

o 

s 


fo 

on 

c 


3 

03 

O 

*->* 

(A 

U. 

E 

o. 

0) 

oi 


c 

,o 

’v5 

UJ 


o 

4> 

z 

CU 

<u 


13 

o 

o 

J 

oo 

oo 

H 

< 


oo 

r  1 

oo 

•ri 

o 

r-- 

O' 

O' 

r-- 

'O 

r^) 

r  1 

r  1 

o 

V~1 

o 

r- 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

oo 

00 

00 

o 

so 

•—M 

'T 

"T 

*r 

T 

*T 

•T 

o 

o 

o 

O 

O 

o 

o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

O' 

On 

On 

CO 

O' 

O' 

o 

O' 

O' 

o 

O' 

O' 

O' 

oo 

OO 

00 

00 

Appendix  A 


34 


< 


X 

'■B 

c 

i) 

o. 

D. 

< 


CONtPLETED  CONTRACT  LISTING 


35 


U 

M  y 

■z  o 

2“ 


X 

Q 

X 

X 

Q 

X 

X 

a 

y 

o 

o 

o 

o 

X 

X 

X 

§ 

X 

X 

"  I 

s  ® 
O'  ^ 

u 


X 

X 

a 

c: 

Q 

DC 

Q 

DC 

Q 

I 

o 

o 

y 

o 

y 

O 

y 

O 

y 

o 

DC 

DC 

2 

I 

X. 

S 

U* 

^.i 

o 

d 

0 

U 

u. 

c 

c 

u 

15 

c 

C 

LU 

c 

c 

c 

0 

u 

o 

u 

c 

c 

o 

cy 

o 

t/) 

o 

’4-* 

0 

c 

4—* 

u 

-w 

cd 

L) 

r" 

u 

O 

0 

2 

Im 

u 

C 

c 

o 

E 

o 

s 
•— » 

CO 

u 

2 

s 

4-* 

(/) 

t/> 

E 

t/) 

c 

e 

o 

U 

c/5 

4/ 

c 

q 

u 

“3 

o 

S 

k. 

o 

c/> 

C 

o 

U 

a 

5 

c/5 

c 

t/i 

U 

c 

o 

o 

nj 

c 

o 

u 

g  Co 

c 

0 

u 

nl 

«— • 
c/5 

C/) 

0 

CJ 

X 

<u 

d 

c 

CTJ 

c 

w 

C/) 

C 

e- 

o 

>. 

w 

o 

U 

E 

m 

on 

a 

_3 

15 

u. 

a> 

c 

c 

on 

rt 

_3 

4-* 

•c 

to 

CO 

UJ 

d 

C 

o 

O 

'3 

c 

cd 

cx 

>. 

3 

c 

D 

c5 

3 

U 

o 

cd 

<5 

CJ 

4J 

L) 

u 

Q 

NJ 

o 

cu 

N) 

4> 

in 

tD 

E 

c 

3 

ap 

p 

c 

o 

C 

a> 

<0 

< 

t/5 

"c 

<d 

C/) 

4> 

u* 

O 

u. 

o' 

•C 

E 

o 

cy 

3 

cy 

T3 

5 

U 

O 

'i‘. 

(/) 

Q 

p , 

>- 

Q 

CO 

UJ 

.2 

C 

rn 

SO 

> 

*•1^ 

rj 

-C 

4P 

12 

<t3 

Ql 

OQ 

50 

pd 

U 

E 

<0 

4>-' 

CO 

CL 

CO 

-D 

15 

c 

CO 

u. 

>> 

CO 

u. 

3 

CO 

u. 

c5 

Q- 

Oi) 

C 

u 

4/ 

x: 

co 

1/ 

QC^ 

*-• 

jd 

c/5 

cd 

5 

rj 

C 

on 

cd 

_c 

c 

Lli 

CO 

4/ 

4/ 

4/ 

Q 

5 

0 

J2 

*2 

> 

cd 

r  1 

0. 

4> 

0 

Ui 

to 

( 

CL 

Qc:: 

CL 

c 

U 

L. 

c 

D 

4> 

50 

c 

> 

< 

or 

§ 

5/) 

^5 

-C 

0 

C 

2 

0 

X 

^ _ , 

*pj 

i' 

X 

UJ 

■5 

CQ 

u. 

0 

C 

■> 

0 

H 

U 

!/) 

cd 

0 

4> 

0 

to 

u 

2 

UJ 

a 

a. 

0) 

0 

0 

CJ 

C 

.2 

15 

0 

JS 

X) 

w 

cd 

cx 

c 

0. 

32 

D 

4/ 

15 

•—« 

0) 

3 

0 

Qi 

CL, 

0^ 

CQ 

U 

m 

'/^ 

00 

f" 

*0, 

r- 

vO 

0 

»/•) 

O' 

n 

rn 

On 

rn 

r  1 

c  1 

r  1 

r  1 

— 

0 

rn 

r- 

VO 

— 

r ' 

r- 

0 

00 

fO 

00 

00 

tr) 

•  r> 

•Ai 

•r, 

*/■» 

»/■ . 

•Ai 

7 

r- 

r- 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

36 


Appendix  A 


CONTRAC’I  l  ILr;  C'llIX'KLIS  r 


('(iiilracl  No  /  Title  Install  Smoke  Detectois  BT.(^ 

Contractor  C  A  li  Assoc  Designci  noiiillon,  (  hristolVerson,  Schairet 
AROICC  LI  Zulick  (  A  Inspectoi  Tei ry  Ai mstiottg 

Quality  Kaliny  KOICC  lligli  I’WI)  Med 

A  I^c^awnid 

Contiact  I  vpe  SHA  Set  Aside-Negotialcd 
No  oTMids  <)  I  (n\  llmii 
(iov't  l^stimatc  '/SK  No  oT  Amendments  2 
Constiiictihilitv  Resievs  ^‘es  X  N(' 

IL  Cmijinct 

Awaid  AmonnI  |(i|K  Hid  I’fisiimn 

(■  Cliaiiijics 

Niiml'ci  of  (  lianues  2  Kate  2<'”n 

Type  Custoinei  Ketpiesled  MnToiseen  Conditicms  1  Admin 
Delays  Desiim  I'lon  ot  ( )mission  Otiicr  | 
f  ield  Chanj^es  2 
C  ojjcsirotidciicc 

Tone  ('o(»peiati\e  X  Adveisanal 

Type  Routine  d  Claiilications  Warnings  Problems  J 

I',  Architect/  Ltigiticct 

f-ield  Visits  0  Discieiianeies  Noted 

h  L^yiPCIlls 

Disagieement  on  amounts  (tout  <>12  invoices 
Paid  on  time  All  Pt ice  Sebcdiile  is  Tield  Mcasiiiable  'S'cs 
Ci.  Payiolls 

Submitted  on  Time  0  out  of  2  Wage  N'iolations  None 

II  Schedule 

Type  HarCliait  Completed  On  lime 

*  Daily  Repot ts 

l•rc(|uency  of  Non-confbimance  0  out  oT60  Rcjioits  Rate  0% 
Tone  Coopeiatise  X  Adveisaiial 

Instructions  to  Conliaetor  2  out  of  0()  Reports  Rate  3% 
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J  ^ -UloJ  ijy^i  Q  n  1 1  o  I 

(^A  Cliccklisl  Hcpoils  2  I )iscn’p;nK ic*;  Nolcd  Admiiiistiative  itcnis 
and  iinpiopctly  inaikcHl  condiiil 

K  nil) I  i a ncc  N o] 5 

Numhci  0  Dcsctiptinn 

1,  Dispidcs 

Niimliei  0  I  Icscnplion 

M  Subinitlals 

Numbci  icjcck'd  I  KaU-  '"n 
N.  Cjoscoiil 

l  inal  Inspcclidu  l.c-nnlli  -I  iltins 

(  iislinnci  I’icscnl  al  I  inal  Inspcclif'ii  ^  cs 
Release  ofClaims  IU'cei\ed  ^'es,  liinely 
(y  Olhci 

I  inie  ()(' yeai  peiloimed  Jim  -  Nm  ‘)| 

Special  consliaiiils  Wink  lionis  A^ce^'^  I’liasmu 
I  vpc  of  Sinely  ('dipoiale  Bond  X  Ii)di\  idiial  Olhci 
ConiinciUs 

C'lianp,e  nidei  nnml'ci  I  issued  l<'  i dinplele  uuik  on  anolher  conlracl  for  $2  6K 
CoiicspondeiKC  focused  on  whelliei  ceilmn  maleiial  contained  asbestos  Conduit  was 
iciouled  to  avoid  possible  asbestos  Daily  lepoils  misnumbeied  -  only  60  vice  178  K  I  R 
rated  ’’oiilslanding"  on  ROK  ('  esalualion  A'l  laled  "above  average"  or  ROICC 
evaluation 
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CONTRAC  T  Mi  l:  C  l  IIT'KI.IST 


C’ouliacI  N(i  /  Tide  nOQSnuTc  IX-IccUus,  Idclg  2327 

(’(Miliacloi  C  A  IC  Assoeiales  Designei  Bdiiillon,  (  In islolTcison,  Scliaiicr 
AROIC  ('/(  A  L  r  Ziiltck  Inspcehn  I  eiiy  Aimslioiig 
(Quality  Rating  ROK'C  lligli  I'Wf)  Med 

A  I’ic-awaitl 

('(iiiliael  Type  SB  A  Set  .Asule-Neg(>li.iie(i 
N(i  oTBids  N/A 

(l()\''l  r.'^liinale  '>2K  Nd  of  Amcndineiil''  2 
Consltueliliililv  lU'Min'.  3  es  X  No 
n  Con|iacl 

A\v;iid  Aiiionnl  I /K  Bid  TomIh'h 
('  Changes 

Niimhcr  (ifCliangcs  I  Rale  2"o 

Type  Customei  Ro(|iie';ied  I  I 'id'oi <;ecM  Coiulilioiis  Admin  _ 
Delays  I  )esigii  I  (?oi  oi  ( tmission  Ollier 

l  ield  (  lianges  0 
I)  C'diiespoiulciKC 

lone  Coopeialoe  .\  AtKeivaiial 

rv|ie  Routine  d  (  laidiealions  W'ainings  I’lobicms  _ 
I  •:  A  r  c  J  j  1 1  c  c  I  /  J n  g  i  1 1  c  c  I 

f  ield  V'isits  0  I  )ist  lepaneies  Noted 

I  Paymcnis 

Disagtecmcnl  on  amoimis  0  out  ol  3  invoices 
f’aid  on  time  All  I’l ice  Schedule  is  f  ield  Measurable  ^'cs 
CT  PaymIJs 

Submitted  on  l  ime  3  out  of  3  invoices  Wage  Violations  None 

I I  SchcAhi|c 

lypc  IJar  Chart  Completed  2  weeks  early 
I  y«h|y_Bci)oi_ls 

Trerpiency  of  Non-conidimanee  0  out  of  22  Re|ioits  FCalc  _(3% 
lone  Coopci  alive  X  Ailversaiial 

Insliuelions  to  Conliacloi  0  out  of  22  Pepoils  Pale  0% 
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.1  Qualily  Contiol 

QA  Cl’ccklisl  Rcpdils  2  Discicpaiicics  Nulcd  Nlissing  clocunicntatipn 
K  Com i )J  i  a i lc c  N o I  i c c s 

Nuinbci  0  F)cscii|ili(m 
I'  tJisputcs 

Niimhci  0  I  H‘S(.  I  iplion 
M  Siibminals 

Niimbci  2  Rale  |o''n 

N  Clpscoiil 

I  inal  Inspcc  lioii  I’lmc  lili'.l  I  ctmlli  ?  ilcnis 
(■ti';lotiici  I’lO'^ciil  a(  I mal  Ii)s|hh lion  N  e'< 
licIc.i'JC  of  (  laiMi';  IUh  ri'.  cd  N  cs,  limcl) 

()  yihci 

lime  of  seal  peiloimed  lime  -  Novcmbei  IP'>I 
Speeial  eoii'^liamls  W'i'if.  hoiii''  ■\eees^  I’liasinu 

I  vpe  ('(  Sui el \  (  ( H poi ale  I li'iid  X  lndi\idual  Ollier 

IV  Comments 

Daily  Reports  mismimlH'ied  -  I'lilv  22  mcc  (  oMiiacUn  rated  "outstanding  by 
ROICC  A/r.  rated  "above  aseiaue"  l’\  IU)|(  ( 
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CON  I  RAC  I  I  IM.  C  IIIX'KLIST 


(’onliaci  No  /  l  illc  '>0-'lS42.  1  iic  Alnim  Syslcm  Rcpniis 

(’onliaclor  S  S  Scciiiity  Sysicitis  Dcsiunri  IU)iiilk)ii,  Chi istoll'ctson  Scliaircr 
AROICC  I,  I  J(i /.ulick  (  A  K  Mailm  ln>;|)CH  loi  R  Mailin/ I'ciiy  Armstiong 
Quality  Raliiig  ROK  (  Med  I’WI)  l.ou 

A  1*1  c-a  Will  tl 

Conti  at  I  I  vjn'  I  I  I’ 

No  ol  Mitls  I  I  (ut  I  t  Hk  llii!li  S  1  -IK 
(iov't  I'stimatc  'CK  No  ol  AnK’iidinfiils  0 
Constiuftilnlil V  Rt'tu  vt  ^'t't  X  NO 
Ik  ConliacI 

Awaid  AmonnI  11  MK  Hid  I’otilK'it  low 

C  Cltaiigcs 

Niimbct  <t( Chanut’s  2  Kale  l't'’n 

I  vpc  Cuslomei  Re(|iic';led  I 'nloiseen  Condilions  _  Admin  1 
Delays  Desiun  l.iioioi  Omission  I  Other 
l  ield  (  hanues  u 

I)  C'oiicspoiulcucc 

lone  Coopeialite  X  Adteisanal 

I  y|ie  Routine  2  (  laiilieatii'ns  Warnings  Pioblems 

Ai C-h iAccl/Jibglucci 

l  ield  Visits  d  Diseiepaneies  Noted 

I  rayniciils 

DisagieenienI  on  aiiK'imIs  I  out  ol  d  invoiees 
Paid  on  lime  Ail  Piiee  Sehedule  is  l  ield  Mcasuiabic  't’es 
(i  Rayiolls 

Submitted  on  I  line  1  out  of  d  mtoiees  Wage  X'iolalions  No  interviews 
dt'tuinenleil 

I I  Schcdnlc 

I  ype  None  Completed  On- lime 
I  Daily  Kcjk)!  Is 

I  ie(|iienev  oT  Non  eonlotmnnee  I  out  ol  oo  Repoils  Rale  I  6"/o 
lone  Coopeialne  X  Adteitaiial 
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liislincti(ins  lo  ('(Hiliacldt  I  out  ol'oo  lU'jioils  Rale  1.6% 

J  Quality  Cotilrol 

QA  (  hccklisl  Kepoi  Is  I)  I  )iscK‘paiK  les  Nolcd  None 
K  Compliance  Notices 

Nimibci  0  DcsciiplK'ii 

I,  Llispiilcs 

Niimhci  0  Desci  iplK'ii 

M  SjlIuP'IIoI.s 

NiiiiiIh'i  tcjccled  I  Italc  N/A  .Sect  (Hiiincnls 
N  Closcoiil 

I'inal  Inspcclioi)  I’iiikIiIisI  I  cuplli  None 

Cusloinci  Picsenl  al  I  inal  liispeilioii  \  es 

Release  of  Claims  Received  N'es,  timely 
()  Uthci 

I  ime  ol  \eai  peiloiiiud  I  alt/W'mIei 

Special  coMSliamls  W'oik  lioiiis  Access  Rliasmii 

I  vpcof  Smelv  ( Oiiiotale  Itoiul  Indicidiial  Olhci  _ 

I’  Comments 

Public  Woiks  laled  Ad  unsalislacloi v  on  (ield  iincsiigation  for  design  No 
coMiracloi  safely  plan  oi  accidenl  piecenlion  plan  Only  22  of  60  daily  reports  signed  by 
ROICC  inspecloi.  done  sloppv  and  incomplele  No  conliaclor  ()ualily  control  plan 
Submittal  file  incomplele  A/T  bad  conliaci  foi  3  site  visits  bul  none  were  documented 
Test  icpoits  sloppy  and  incom|ilele  Raviolis  sloppy  and  do  not  match  daily  reports  Only 
5  of  27  payiolls  ceitilied  as  ie(|ii!ied 
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(ON  1  RA(  T  Mi  l-:  CIIIX’KMST 


Conlrncl  No  /  l  itlc  9{)-'I.S3X,  I.Nictioi  I’aiiilmg  Ollicci  I  l(Hising 
(■(Mtlincloi  lA'C  ()  Nalional  Di'signci  Slalloul  Aitliilcils 
AROICC  I,  I  J(j  Hailoii  (A  I)  .1  I’o^vcll  ltis|)cclot  K  C  I  Iodvci 
(Quality  Ralinu  R()l(  (  High  Housing  High 

A  I’lc-iuvaiil 

(dnliacl  I  vpc  I  I  I' 

No  ol  lhds  10  I  (iw  I  73  <>K  High  30S  3K 
(iov'l  I'slimalc  lOO  2K  No  oT  Amciidinriils  0 
Conslniclihilitv  Rcmou  ^  cs  X  N'(' 

H  Ogilnicl 

Awaid  Ainoiinl  171  oK  Ihd  I’omIh'm  I  ,o\s 
( ■  Changes 

Niimhei  o(  (  lianges  3  Kate  2" n 

I  ype  Cuslomci  Ke(|iieslcd  I  HMloiseen  I  (  'oiuhlions  _J_  Admin  1 

Hclavs  I )csign  I  iioi  oi  Omission  Other 
I  ield  (  hanges  0 
I)  Coiicspondct'ce 

lone  (Oopciative  X  Adseisaiial 

I  vpc  Routine  3  (  laiiliealions  I  Warnings  I’lohlems _ 

f  Cngittcct 

I'ield  Visits  I  I )is(. i epaneies  Nuicd  <• 

I  j’aitncnls 

Disagreement  on  anmunis  o  out  ol  1  invoices 
I’aid  on  lime  All  I’l ice  Schedule  is  I  icId  Measuiahle  Yes 
(i  Payiolls 

Sulnnitled  on  l  ime  I  out  of  3  nuoices  Wage  Violations  0 

I I  Schedule 

I  vpe  Hat  CItail  Completed  On  time 
I  !rl3ily  Kcjk)iIs 

rrequency  ol' Non-conloimancc  7  out  ol  146  Repoits  Rale  _5% 
lone  Coopei  alive  X  Adveisaiial 

Insliuelions  to  (  (lull ai  Ini  31oulori  U>  Repoits  Rale  21% 


A  PI  ndix  H 


.1  Qualily  Coiiliol 

OA  (  I'ocklisi  Rci>('its  I  l)ist.ic|i;iiHio';  Nolcd  I  -  no  coiilractor  clcnciciicy 
log 

1^  CJpujpJiajicc  N ot  i c c s 

Number  0  Desci  ii)lii'ii 

I.  Dis|)iilc.s 

Numbei  0  De^c  i 
M  Sii[)mi|l;ils 

Numl'ei  u'leili'il  u  Rule 
N  CIpscoiil 

rinnl  Inspeelioii  I’uiulilisi  I  eitgtii  Ii.iiuIvmiIIcm  pages 
C'uslomei  I’teseiil  at  I  iiial  liispeclion  \  es 
Release  of  Claims  lUx  eu  ed  'I'es,  limel> 

()  O^ljici 

I  ime  n(  veai  peilbimed  Summei/I  all 

Special  coiisliaiiils  Woik  boms  Access  Rbasiiig 

lypcofSurcly  Coipoiale  Bond  X  Individual  Other  _ 

I’.  Commciils 

Commanding  OlVicci  not  hap|>v  uilb  initial  paint  ji'b  on  his  house  Inspector 
couldn't  get  supeiintendeni  to  pie-inspect  uoil.  belbie  walk-through  to  reduce  |)unchlist 
items  Nice  complete  submittal  log 
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C'ONTRAC’I  I  II.I-;  C  lIi'CKI.ISr 


Conliact  No  /  l  illc  9(J-  1825,  Rcpniislo  llotwcll,  lUiikling  5584 
CoiHracloi  J  IV  l  iaiicisA;  Associates  Dosiutiet  Hoiiill()ii.  CliiistoIVcrson  &  Scliairci 
AROK'C  1,1  /iilick  (  A  l<  ('  Moovci  Inspccloi  Ron  Mailiii/ Icrry  Arinsltwig 
Quality  Rating  ROK'C  Med  I’W'I)  Low 

A  Pic-awaicl 

( 'onit.u  t  I  \  I'f  I  I  I’ 

No  olltids  low  SI  IK  llitdi  I  I  ' ')K 
(iov't  l■.slin^ale  ‘'S  SK  No  ol  AmnidmcnK  0 
(dnsltuclil'ilil V  Rcmcw  5  cs  \  No 
H.  Conliact 

Awaid  AmonnI  SI  Ik  Hid  I’osiIiod  low 
Nuinbei  ot'C'lianges  I  Rate  i7'‘o 

Type  Cuslontct  Reiiueslcd  Unloiseen  Coiulilions  1.  Admin  _l 

Dclavs  I Icsign  I  not  Ol  ( Imission  2  Ollier  _ 

I'icld  Changes  2 
* ^  !L.hi  rcspoinlcncc 

Lone  (dopcialise  ,\  Advcisaiial 

Type  Routine  (•>  (  laiilications  2  Warnings  I’roblcms  2 

I •  Archilcc  1/  ling [i i c c i 

l  icld  Visits  I  I )isciepaiK les  Noted  o 

I  L’JiX'HQ'Is 

Disagreement  on  amounts  4  (uil  ol  7  invoices 
Raid  on  lime  All  I’l ice  Schedule  is  I  leld  MeasuiaMe  5  es 
(i.  RayroIJs 

Submitted  on  l  ime  out  ol  invoices  Wage  Violations 

I I  Sc  lied  tile 

lype  Bai  C'hail  (dmpleled  On  lime 

I  ie(]uencv  of  Non-eonroiinance  I  out  0148  Repoils  Rale  _2% 
lone  Coopeialivc  ,\  AiKeisaiial 

Insliuclions  to  ( dull acli’i  7  out  ol  48  Rejioils  Rale  15% 
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Oualily  Control 

QA  Checklist  I^c|i(iils  ^  I )iscic|):incies  Noted  Nlissiiig  clccliical  submittal, 

MO  test  lah  lepoit  on  site 
K  CjJLnpl  iance  tees 

Number  0  Desciiption 
I,  Djsputcs 

Number  0  Desciiption 
M  Submittals 

Numbei  lejecled  'ol  |o  ICile  I'C,, 

N  Closeout 

I'iiial  Inspection  I’lmclilist  I  enuth  .<  items 
Customer  Pieseni  at  I  mat  Inspection  N'es 
Release  o( Claims  Rcceoed  'I’es.  timely 
()  0|lici 

I  ime  o( \eat  |>ei  (oi  med  Novembei  I ''oii  .  August  I'toi 
Special  constiaiMis  W'oi k  bom \  \cress  IMiasing 

Type  ('I  Suietv  Coipoiate  Bond  Individual  Other _ 

P.  Oimtncjits 

Cor te.sponde/ice  /noblem  included  contiactoi’s  imjustillcd  rc(]ucst  for  time 
extension  and  rejected  submittals  (oi  schedule  ol  pi  ices,  piogiess  schedule  and  safety  plan 
A/P  latcd  pooily  by  public  wmks  Only  I  ol  t  ie(|uiied  A/I  .  site  visits  documented 
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CONiKACI  111,1  CIIIX'KLISI 


('(tiilmcl  No  /  l  illc  9(,)-'lS2(),  I'lumbmg  «K;  Saiiitalioii  Rcpaiis,  Ulclg  385 
Conliactoi  I’acific  Noith  liulnstiics  Ncsiunci  I  lie  I  sang  Pailticiship,  Inc, 
AKOK  'C  (  A  K  K  I  oken  lii<^peeloi  I  ei  ly  Ai  mslrong 

(Quality  Rating  ROK  (  Med  I’WI)  lligli 

A  Pic-a\vai(.l 

(dull act  I  v|H‘  I  i  I’ 

No  olHids  2  I  ,o\v  o2K  Ilndi  StK 
(iov't  l^sliinalc  t>OK  No  oT  Aniendmenls  0 
('oti<:(f iicltl'fld V  Rev  le^'v  5’e^  .\  N'o 

M  C'onliacl 

Awaid  Amount  tulK  liid  Position  I  ovs 
('  Otanges 

Niiinhei  oT (  lianges  2  Rate  I"-) 

Type  (  nstomei  IU‘(|nesie(l  I  Inli'iseen  (dnditions  Admin  ,.j. 

Delays  I  )('siun  I  not  cm  ( tmission  I  Otliei 
I  ield  (  hanges  I 
I)  C'oitcspotulciicc 

lone  (dopeiatoe  X  AcKeisaiial 

Type  Routine  3  (  laiiliealions  W'aimngs  I’loblcms _ 

f  ■  Aj  £  ' 

lucid  Visits  0  Diseiepaneies  Noted 

I  PayincMts 

Disagiecmcnt  on  amounts  f)  out  ol  I  invoKCs 
Paid  on  time  All  Piiee  Schedule  is  I  leld  Measmabic  Yes 
(j.  Payrolls 

Submitted  on  lime  2  out  ol  d  itnoices  Wage  Violations  None 

I I  Schedule 

I  ype  Bar  C'liait  (dmplcted  (bi  I  ime 

I  Daily  Repoils 

I'reciuency  of  Non-cimroimance  U  out  oi  07  Rc|niits  Rate  _0% 

Idnc  (dopetatise  X  Adveisaiial 

Instiuetions  to  (dntiactoi  0  out  ol  (>7  Repmts  Rale  O'/o 
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■I  Qtiality  Coiitiol 

C'liccklist  lU’pdi  1'^  0  I  )i<;(.n'|i;iiK  ic*;  Noted 

K  Coi  n  j )  I  i  an  t  c  _N  o  I  i  c  e  s 

Nuinhci  0  I )esei ij’lion 

I.  Disitiilcs 

NnmiH'i  0  I )e'-' n|ilioii 

M  Submiltnls 

NiiiuIh'i  lejeelcd  ^  Knit-  ‘'"o 

N  Closeout 

l  itinl  liispeelion  I’iiikIiIisI  1  '/  items 

Cnstomci  I’icseiit  ;il  I  mnl  Itispei  tii'it  \  es 
llcicnsc  oT  (  Inims  Reeeis  ed  N'es 
()  Ojhci 

l  ime  ol  vent  pel loi med  Noveiiil'ei  l'*oo  .  M.neli  IdOl 
SpeeinI  et'iist I nmi s  W'l'ik  horns  Ai  i  ess  I’h.ismg 

I  N'pe  ('(  Smet\  (  (M poi ,iie  Hoiid  X  lndiMdiiiil  Othei  _ 

I’.  CLomil’cnJs 

I’uhlic  Wotks  inted  Ad  "aldose  a^eiaee"  Itu  good  (iiiality  design  services  I^OICC 
raled  A/I:  "avetage" 
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C'ON  I  KACr  l•ILi•;(’lli•CKI-IS■l■ 


('oniraci  No  /  l  illc  9()-'ISI7,  TSSA  iiislallalioii 
CoMlracloi  I'li-Wcst  ctmtiaclois  Dcsigiioi  i  sang  I’aitticishii),  Inc 
AIU)I('('/('A  I)  J  I’oucll  lns|icctoi  R  ('  Hoover 
(Quality  l^aling  ROK'C  Mcil  I‘\\'i)  low 

A 

(  (mil act  I  vpc  I  I  I' 

No  o(  Mids  2  I  inv  *MK  lliuli  HioK 
(iov’l  Ksliinale  MK  No  of  Anicndnumls  0 
(dnslmcliliilil V  ReMe\^  'i  es  X  No 

B 

Awaid  Anioiml  IK  Hid  I’osiiioii  1  ou 

('  C'li.iiigcs 

Nunil'ci  ol  (  liangcs  2  Rale  •)'’» 

Type  Ciisloniei  Rc(|tiesied  Hnloiseen  Condilions  _  Admin  _l. 

Delays  I  Design  I'lioi  oi  ( )niission  Ollier 
f  'iefd  C  lianges  •( 

I )  Concspomlcncc 

lone  CoopeialiNC  X  AcKeisaiial 

ryjic  Rouline  7  (  lai ilicalions  Wainings  I’loblcms  _l_ 

Alciliicct/  Eimincci 

I'icld  Visils  0  Dis(.iei)aiKies  Noied 

l-  l!a3:mcjils 

DisagreemenI  on  amoimis  2  out  ol  o  invoices 
Raid  on  lime  All  Rnce  Schedule  is  l  ield  Measiiialde  Yes 
(i  Payinjls 

Siibmilled  on  I  ime  (i  oiil  ol  li  invoices  Wage  N’lolalions  __No_nc 

1 1  Schedule 

l  ypc  IJai  Chail  (dnipleled  (Jn  I  ime 

I  l^niJ^'Jlcppits 

I'lecitiency  of  Non-conroimance  0  out  0121  Re|)oils  Rale  _0% 

Tone  (’oopcialive  X  Adveisaiial 

Insiniclions  lo  (  dull a(  loi  loiilor21  Repoils  Rale  ‘''’/o 
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J  Quality  Control 

QA  C'hccklisl  lU'poi Is  I  I)ist'icp;uKics  Nolcd  None 

K  Conit)liancc  Notices 

Number  0  I)csciipli<m 

I,.  Disputes 

Number  0  Dese.iplum 

M  Subiiiitials 

Number  lejcelocl  0  b.alc 

N  Cioseput 

l  inal  Inspceliou  I'lmdilisl  I  euulh  17  Kerns 
('usiotuet  f’resetK  a(  I  iual  liispecltofi  W-s 
Release  ol’Claims  Reeeivcd  N'es,  \  1/2  monihs  lalci 
().  Other 

I  ime  of  veai  peiCoimed  Oecembei  luuo  -  Mnitb  l‘)0| 

Special  eousliaiitls  \\'<iik  boms  Access  Pbasiiig 

lypeol  Smelv  ( Oipoiale  H(md  X  Individual  Ollier  _ _ 

I’  Comments 

A/I',  received  "excellent"  evaluation  bv  Public  Woiks  and  "above  average"  by 
ROIC'C  Nice  com|i(cle  submittal  log 
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CON  (  KACI  I  II.I  C'llIX'KMS  I' 


Conttact  No  /  l  illc  9()-'l8l'l,  Modiricalioii  lo  Ovcilicad  Ciancs,  AIMD 
Coiilractoi  I ll:C  ()  I’acilic  Mamiracliiiiiig,  Itic  Dcsignot  Haiigoi  Public  VVoiks 
AROIC'C/C'A  LI  /.ulick  liispccloi  Ron  Mailm 
Quality  Ralin^  ROfCC  Med  OVD  Migli 

A.  Pic-nuaid 

(‘onliact  I  vpc  II H  (-('incited  to  Rl  P.  I  l  l’ 

No  or  Bids  I  Lou  I75K  lliidi 
(iov'l  !\stiiiiale  P.tK  No  of  Aiiieiidiiieiils  t 
Constiuctibilitv  Re\ ieu  ^■es  X  N(' 
n.  CoiiliacI 

Award  Amount  7.tK  Bid  Pi'sitioii  Negotiated 

('  Changes 

Numl'Ci  olChanges  I  Rale  2  ‘''’n 

l  ypc  Customei  Reipiesied  I  inloiseen  Conditions  )__  Admin  _1 
Delays  I  )esiun  I  noi  oi  ( )niission  Ollier  2 
I'icid  Changes  D 
N  .Cojicspoiulcncc 

Tone  Coopei alive  X  Adveisaiial 

Type  Routine  -I  (  laiiriealions  t  Waiiiings  Problems  d 
f'-  Atciliicct/  Lngincer 

Field  Visits  0  I )iseiepaiieies  Ni'led 

•  iloy'PQiis 

Disagreemeni  on  aiiK'imis  0  out  ol  I  invoices 
Paid  on  lime  All  Pi  ice  Schedule  is  Field  Measinablc  N/A 
Cl  Ptli’iolls 

Submitted  on  I  ime  I  out  ol  I  invoices  Wage  Violations  _Npiic 
1 1  Schedule 

Fype  Bai  Chail  (  (ini|rlclcd  I  week  later 

I  Daily  Reports 

Fre(|ucncy  of  Non-ci'nfoimance  0  mil  oTu  Rcpoils  Rale  _0% 
lone  Coopei  alise  Adveisaiial 

Instiuclions  lo  (  ('iili acloi  0  oul  ol  0  Repoi Is  Kale  OVo 
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J  Quality  C-oti(rol 

QA  Chccklisl  Rcjidils  I  Discicpancios  Nolcd  None 

1^  CoiiiDliaiicc  Notices 

Nuinhci  0  Oesei  iption 

I,  l^isputcs 

Niimbet  0  Deseiiplioii 

M  Suiuniljals 

Niinibci  lejcetcil  I  Rale  S"» 

N  Cjoseoiil 

f  inal  Inspeelion  I’liiu  lilisi  l.enulli  o 
(aisUniici  I’lesenl  al  I  inal  In<;peeliot)  N'es 
Release  of  C  laims  Recie\e<l  ^  es.  timely 
().  Othci 

l  ime  of  year  pei  lbimed  Match  -  May 
Special  consliainis  Wdik  lioiiis  Acce'^s  I’ltasing 
f  ype  ol  Sntelv  ( dtpoiale  llond  \  ItidiMdnal  Olhci 
I’  Comments 

Only  I  bid  leceived,  scope  lednced  lo  one  crane  vice  four  during  negotiation  with 
(he  con(rac(or  (’oirliaclr'i  lenuned  ciane  li>  (  alilbtnia  lo  lehab  then  rclurncd  and 
leinslalled 


A|r|ienfli\  H 


CONTRACT  l  ll.l- Clli:CKLIS  r 


Conlracl  No  /  I  tile  89-5707,  Modincalions  lo  Buikling  155 
(’oitliacltw  Amcticaii  (iet'ineliics  Dcsignei  In-Iloiisc 
AROI(’(7C'A  LI  V'an  I)e  \'o(it(lc  Iiispccloi  Ron  Matlin 
Quality  Ralinu  R()I(  (  Med  I'WI)  Lou 

A  l’ic-;nv;ud 

(  ouli.tel  I  vpe  I  I  I’  Sm.ill  I’liu  Ii.im- 
No  (d'Mids  5  Lou  I5K  llipli 
(iov'i  I'slimale  I'lK  No  ol  AmeiidtiKMils  0 
('oiislruclil'ililv  Rc'. ic\^  N'es  X  No 
IT  Coiiliacl 

Award  Ainoiiiil  I'^K  Hid  I’osiiioti  Lou 

C  Qiangcs 

Number  orCItaiiues  I  Rate  l‘'"o 

l  ypc  Customei  Re(|ucslcd  I  I 'iilbtseeti  Coiulilioiis  Admin 
Delays  Desigti  l.tioi  oi  {)mi':<;ion  Otiici 
l  ield  Changes  0 
N  C^ncspoiulcncc 

Tone  Coopeialive  \  Adveisaiial 

lype  Routine  I  (  laiiliealions  Warnings  I’roblems  _ 

I  -  AlcliitccI/  Lii gL'iCT 

l  ield  Visits  0  l)iseie|ianeies  Noted 
!•  Pa>'mcn|s 

Disagreement  on  amounts  0  out  ol  -I  imoiees 
Laid  on  time  All  I’l iec  Selicdule  is  l  ield  Mcasutabic  Ves 
(L  Payiolls 

Submitted  cm  I  ime  •!  out  ol -I  iinoiees  W'age  X'lolalions  0 

I I  Schedule 

lypc  l3arC'bail  Completed  Owcckscaily 
*  Daily  Kepoits 

rrc(]ueney  of  Non-eonroimanee  OoutoTO  Repoits  Rate  % 

Tone  Coopeialive  Adxeisaiial 

Insliuelions  lo  (  (Mill aeloi  0  out  old  Rep(Mls  Kale 
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J  Quality  Contiol 

QA  C'ltccklisi  Kcp('iis  n  Discicpniicics  Noted 
K  CojupU«li)cc  Npticcs 

Nntiihci  0  Dost  tiplioM 

I.  Disputes 

Number  0  Deseiiplioti 

M  SiLbnjLttals 

Ntimbci  lejceled  2  Itale 
N.  C  lo.sc'^>'d 

l  iiial  liispeelioM  l’uMelili''l  I  eimlli  Notic 
Cii'ilomei  Pic^enl  at  I  lual  Iiispct  In'ii  N'es 
Release  ol' Claims  Reeened  Yes,  7  monihs  lalei 
O  Otjici 

rimeorycai  peildimed  Oelolici  -  Match  !')'>() 

S|>ecial  coiisii aiiils  Wdi k  Ikmii s  Ac  (a‘ss  I’hasiup 

lypeol  Suielv  (  ctipoiale  Uotid  liitlivulual  Olhci  NoMc.ciui|_cd 

I’  Coiniiicnls 

('oiilraclors  progicss  ('ii  jc'b  was  slow  Poor  workmaiisliip  noted  on  floor 
covet  ings  and  cove  base  No  ([iialilv  control  platr  re(|uiied  No  daily  repot  Is  required. 
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CONTKAC  I  I  IMi  C  HIX  KI.ISr 


('(inliaci  No  /  Title  8'M  175,  Kepaiislo  Ihiildmg  15 

(dultaclof  I  liax  I’ncilic,  liK  Dcsignei  I  sang  i’ailiieisliip 

AIU)IC'(7(  A  liNS  (  ook  liispcclot  l)avi(i  Wiiglit,  I'NS  Cook,  I  criy  Arnislrong 

Onalily  ICaling  ROICC  low  I’UI)  low 

A  ric-awiud 

Coiiliael  I  vpe  I  I  I’ 

No  oI  MkIs  5  I  t>w  I  r;oK  llii;li  l  /S  IK 
(iov't  T.slimale  I  I  ISK  No  ol  Ainciultnciils  2 
CoiisliiK  libilitv  Rev  levs  'I'es  X  No 

IT  Cpiiliacl 

Awatd  Ainoiml  M7(iK  Hid  I’osiiion  low 
(■  Cliangcs 

Nuinbei  (>( Changes  '>  Rale  iS'd 

Type  Cnstomei  Reiinesled  2  I 'nioi seen  ( 'ondilions  d  Admin  3 
Delays  Design  l  iioi  oi  ( tinission  Other  _ 

I  ield  (  hnngcs  M 
I  ^  SIRM  idc  t  ICC 

lone  ('oopcialivi  Adseisanal  X(Hy  liiax) 

Type  Routine  (  laMtieations  55  Warnings  I’lohicms _ 

I-  Alcliitcct/  Lnuiiicci 

I  ield  Visits  (>  Diseiepancies  Noted  A|ipio\imatcly  10  pcr_yisil 

I  llayincMls 

Disagfeement  on  amounts  I  out  ol  15  invoices 
Raid  on  time  All  I'lice  Schedule  is  I  ield  Measmahic  Yes 
(;  Raviolis 

Snhmitted  on  l  ime  12  out  ol  15  invoices  Wage  X'iolatirms  0 

I I  Schedule 

Type  I3ai  Chait  (  (impleled  On  I  ime 
I  Daily  Reports 

I'tcriuency  of  Non-coiirormance  -I  out  01278  Reports  Rate  I  .d% 

Idne  ('oopeiative  X  Adveisaiial 

Insliuctions  to  Conliai  toi  I  out  o(  278  Repoits  Rate  .d% 
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J  Oualilv  CoiUiol 

QA  Cliccklisl  Kcpoils  0  l)iscic|\iiKics  Noted 
K  Q)m  p jjji  n  c  c  N  p  ( i  c  c  s 

Number  0  De'JiiiplK'ii 
I-  pispiilcs 

Numbei  I  I  )esci iplioii  Adjusimeiil  ol  1>2 1 SK  Ibi  ci lotieous  bid  froin  roollng 
sut)i;onliatlot,  detiied 

M  ^iibnjillals 

Nnmbei  le'^ummillled  12  Kale 
N  Closcuut 

I  inni  liis|ieclinn  I’liiic  lilisl  I  eimlli  2'  ileiii  ' 

Ciislomei  I’icseiil  at  I  inal  Iii<;pec(ioii  N  es 
Release  (d  (  laims  Ret  ei\ed  ^’es,  timely 
Oj  j  t  a 

I  ime  (d  veai  peiloimcil  laniiaiy  (IrlolH'i  lime  -  July  I9dl  feu  cxtciioi 

pamime 

S|iccial  ci'iistiainls  U’oik  lioiiis  Access  I’liasiiig _ 

lypcid  Suicty  ( dipoiale  Uoiul  X  IndiMdiial  Other  __ 

P  Cciinnicnls 

A/ll  site  visits  ie\ealed  pool  uoikmanshij>  and  items  not  to  specifications 
(  oi I espondeiice  had  •! '  handwiitten  panes  on  pic-linal  punchlist  Numerous  letteis  Irom 
contiactoi  claimimi  dela\s  due  to  dilleiini>  site  ct'iiditicms.  onlv  about  25''/o  were  valid 
I  , ale  Daily  Repot  Is  to  Inspccloi  ( Onliacloi  lined  loi  illepal  disposal  ofaslieslos  and 
prcriltcr  (Ml  peisonal  nuMnloimu  device  lo  latsdv  leadinus 
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CONTRACT  MLi;  CIIi:CKLIS  I' 


Conlracl  Nd  /  l  illc  89-1  I  12,  Rcpaii';  (o  Steam  (  (MKlensate  System 
('oiitiactoi  J  IV  I  I ancis  (K;  Assneiates  Desiunei  Van  Ciuliek/Olivci 
AROKC  Lt  Van  I)e  \  0(11  (le  (  A  I)  J  I’owell  Inspector  D  J  I’pwcll 
Quality  Kalmu  KOK C  liiyli  l*WI)  Med 

A  I’rc-awatcl 

(dntiacl  I  vpe  I  I  I’ 

No  (d  Mids  7  I  (U(  oiSK  limit  I  /S  I  K 
(ioc’t  I'.stimale  I  .UtIk  No  td  ■Xmendmenl'N  I 
('onstnicliliililv  Re\ie\'.  N'es  X  NO 
IT  Cpiiiiact 

Awaid  Amoiml  ‘V18K  Hid  I’oMlnm  low 

('  C'liaiigcs 

Nmnhcr  (d'Clianues  X  Rate  2N’o 

l  ypc  Cnslomei  Re(|nested  I  I  inldiseen  Conditions  3  Admin  I 
Delays  1  Desiun  l.iioi  tn  Omission  2  Olliei 
I  icid  (  liangcs  2 
^  ^  Coj ' cspoitdc'iicc 

lone  (dopeiatwe  \  AcKeisaiial 

Type  Routine  5  (  laiilications  ,1  Warnings  I’loNcms  __ 

I-  Atcliilccl/  Rttgiiicci 

ricid  Visits  HI  Disciepancies  Noted  None 

I  Payntciils 

Disagieement  on  amounts  mit  o(  I  "'  iiuoices(2  vvete  math  cnoisj 
Paid  on  time  All  I’ik  e  Scliednle  is  I  leld  Measiiiahle  Ves 
( i  P«tyi.o}l  s 

Siilmiilted  on  I  ime  I  1  out  oT  O  nwoices  Wage  Violations  None 

I I  Sdicdiilc 

f  ype  Uar  Cliatl  Completed  On- 1  ime 
•  Daily  Rcpoils 

I'lcqiicncy  of  Non  coidoimance  0  out  (d'dSO  Repoits  Rate  .0% 
lone  Coopciatwe  X  Adveisanal 

Insliiiclions  to  Conti acloi  (I  out  ok -181)  Repoi ts  Rate  0'’/o 
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J  Quality  Conlrol 

QA  Cliccklisl  Itcpmls  21  Discicpancics  Noted  N()  welders  certification, 
fell  uiaji  on  pipint>  was  needed 
1^  Compliance  Noti c c s 

Number  U  Destiiplioii 

I,  Dis|)ulcs 

Niimbei  0  Deseiiption 
M  Submittals 

Niimbet  K'leeled  Id  Pate 

N  Closeout 

I  inal  Ins|U'cti('n  I’iiikIiIisI  I  eimtli  1/  items 
(  ustomci  I’lesent  at  I  iiial  liispeetion  'S'es 
Peicnse  oT Claims  lUx  eised  5  es.  timely 
C  Oilier 

lime  o(  veai  iH’iloimed  Apiil  I'loo  -  M;iy  |<)0| 

Special  constiamts  W’oik  boms  Access  [’basing 

I  vpeid  Smetv  (  <'i|ioiate  Bond  Indoidiial  Other  _ 

P  Comments 

Almost  no  concspondencc  between  POK  ('  and  Contractor  Most 
coirespondenco  was  between  P()l(  ('  and  station  cooidinatmg  and  advertising  work  to  be 
done  A/I'  latcd  above  aseiage  on  evaluation  Siipeiinteiulent  on  the  ball  per  daily 
lepoits  Lots  of  piogiess  plu'tos  taken  by  Contiact  Adminstrator  Customer  requested 
change  older  oflilUSK  accounted  for  high  change  ordci  late  Nice  complete  submittal 
log 
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CONTRACT  I  ILi:Clli:CKI  1ST 


Conliacl  N(i  /  Title.  8')- 1  l  .?0.  Rciiaiis  to  Mess  Hall  Steam  System 

('oniracloi  J  IV  I'rancis  AssoLialcs  Desi^Dci  IJoiiillon,  (  Ixistollerson,  Schaiicr 

AKOKXVCA  D  J  I’owdI  liispeetoi  I  city  Aimstioiig 

Quality  Rating  ROK’C  High  I’WI)  Med 

A.  I’jc-jiwaicl 

('oiiliaet  Ivpe  I  I  I’ 

Nu  ul  llids  I  <'u  2'''>K  High  KiK 

(hn't  [climate  272K  No  ol  Amendmcnls  2 
Consliiictihililv  Romcv*.  ^'es  X  N'l* 

M  Conliacl 

A\vat<l  Amoimt  2^'*K  Hid  [’('mIioii  Tou 

C  Changes 

Numher  of  (  hanges  2  Rale 

t  ype  (  iistomei  Re(|ueslcd  I  I  hihnscen  (  oiuhtions  _  Admin  _[ 

Delays  I lesign  l-iiot  oi  ()missi<m  Othei 

l  iold  (  hanges  I 

I)  CpiTcspondcncc 

Tone  ('oo|iciati\e  X  AcKei'-aiial 

ry|)c  Routine  2  (  laiilicalions  ]  Wainings  I’lobicms _ 

I  Aich  i  I  c c  t./_  L  n g i  t  ice  i 

I'ield  Visits  2  Disci epaneics  Noted  None 
1  Payjiicnls 

Disagreement  on  ami'imls  0  out  ol  o  in\(iices 

Paid  (Ml  time  5  ol  O  I’lice  Schedule  i'>  I  ield  Measuialde  Y_es 

(J  IPayiolls 

Suhmilted  mi  I  mie  o  out  ol  (>  iinoices  Wage  Violalitnis  0 

I!  Schctlnjc 

Type  Bar  Chan  Cmnpicted  d  months  eaily 

•  Daily  RcjKnls 

I  tcciucncy  ol  Non-cmilotmance  0out('ri2l  Repmts  Rate  0% 

I  (MIC  C'oopcialiM’  X  Adseisaiial 

lii'iti uctimis  to  ( 'oMi I actm  O  (nil  ol  121  RejMMls  Rale  O^/o 
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J  Quality  Control 

QA  rliccklisl  Kcpoils  I  Discicp.iiu ics  Nolcd  None 
K  Compliance  Notices 

Niimbci  0  iX'sci  iplii'n 

I,.  Disputes 

Nnmboi  0  I  )csci  iplion 

M  Submittals 

Niinibci  lejccled  0  Itatc 
N  Closeout 

l  inal  liispcclioM  l’iiMcbli‘;|  I  cuulb  \  items 

Cnslomci  Picsenl  at  I  iiial  Inspection  N'es 

Release  of  Claims  Reeeis  ed  N'es,  timely 

O.  Other 

l  ime  of  veai  pel Idi med  Seplemei  lOSO  -  Januaiy  1090 

Special  eonstiaints  Woit,  boms  Access  l’liasint> 

Type  ol  Siiielv  (dipoiale  Bond  X  indieidiial  Other 

I’  Comtttcnls 

l.ack  of  maintenance  \soik  by  Public  Woiks  impaiied  contractor’s  ability  to 
cfTicicnfly  pet  form  liis  work,  i  e  ,  leaky  steam  pifies  to  be  insulated  and  corroded  steam 
tiaps  Picscncc  of  asbestos  pies  cnled  I’liblic  Works  bom  completitig  repairs  Contract 
scope  should  have  iticluded  leak  lepaiis  and  |iipe-fittinu  icpiaccmcnt 
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CONTRACT  I  II.IT'IIIT'KI.IST 


('(Hiltac'l  N(»  /  IkIc  Adll  I  itld  Scw.iyc'  I’I.imI  ModiriciiliDiis 

('(Miliacldi  (Jiiiaiiluin  ConsInK lion,  Inc  l)csi(',iu'i  lU'id  Middleton,  Inc 
AKOICC  L  l  /nlick  (  A  KK  l.okcti  lns|HTloi  I  ciiy  Atinsliong 

(,?nnlily  Rnling  IU)!('('  lligit  I’WI)  High 

A  Pi.Cr.a>y.ii(i 

Cnnlincl  Ivpe  I  I  I’ 

No  oi  nids  (i  I  l  inK  I  liidi  .I'XfK 
(iov’t  l-sliinnle  2  IHK  No  ol  Amendments  I 
Conslinctihilily  Review  ^■es  X  No 

IC  C’oiiliact 

Awnid  Amount  l'l'>K  Hid  I’osiiion  low 

('.  Oiangcs 

Nnmliet  orchanges  2  Rate'’n  o 

’l'y()c  C'uslomet  Re(iues(ed  I  tnl'otseen  ('('nditions  _  Adtnin  _[ 

Delays  I  Design  I  , not  oi  Omission  Other 
I'ield  Changes  2 
N  C'oncspoiKlciicc 

lone  Coopeiative  X  Adveisanal 

lype  Routine  2  t  laiifiealioMS  ')  Warnings  Riohicms 

(C  Aicliilcct/  [•imittcci 

lucid  Visits  I  Diseiei’aneies  Noted 

I  L^aXMlO'Is 

Disagreement  on  anu'unts  I  out  ol  ''  invoices 
Paid  on  lime  All  I’nee  Sehednie  is  I  leld  Measiiiahic  Yes 
(r  I’nyjolls 

.Suhmilled  on  I  ime  -I  out  ol  .'' invoices  U’agc  Violations  None 

I I  ScLicjtliilc 

lypc  Har  C’ltarl  Completed  On  Time 

I  Daily  Repot (s 

rrcqncncy  of  Non-eonroiinancc  I  out  of  O  Rcpoils  Rale  3% 

rone  Coopeiative  X  Adveisanal 

Inslnielions  to  (  (nitiaetoi  2  out  ok  .1,1  Repoits  Rale 
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J  Quality  Control 

QA  Checklist  Ilc[)(M(s  0  Discicpaiuics  Noted 
K  Conipl  iaiicc  Not  ices 

Nnmliei  0  Dcsciiplion 
I,  pjsptilcs 

Nuinl'cr  0  l)escii|ilion 
M  Subniiltals 

Niiinbct  ieiecl''d  o  Pale 
N  Closeout 

I  iiial  lns|H'etion  l’nin,lilisl  I  oite.lh  '  items 
Ciistomei  I’lesenl  al  I  inal  IiispeeMoii  N Cs 
Ilelease  of  Claims  Kec  le^e(l  N'es,  timely 
()  O I  It  Cl 

Time  ol'yeai  pet  (dimed  Maicli  -  May  I'l'M 

Special  coiisliamis  W'oik  horns  Access  I'hasing 

Type  o(  Siiielv  (  oi poiale  Hotid  X  IndiMdual  Other  _ 

P.  Comtiiciils 

Vciy  little  coiiespondence,  mainlv  ie(|iiiied  lelieis  and  some  minor  clarifications 
on  justified  delays  fiom  uealliei  and  su|»phcis  A/i-,  evaluations  were  "average"  and 
"below  aveiage"  Idr  POICC  and  I’lihhc  Woiks  lespectivelv  ROICC  said  project  was 
delayed  due  to  A/I'  deahnu  diieclly  with  inateiial  suppliei  Public  Works  disliked  A/l! 
switching  project  manageis  tliiee  times  and  giving  jaoject  a  low  prioiity 
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CONTRACT  MIT  C  Ill'CKIJST 


('(iiiliacl  N(i  .  lillc  8')-|)()2  I ,  «C:  lin|)i(ivcniciits  to  IU3.)  II 

Coiiltniloi  Pt^l ,  ( iciK'i ill  (  (iiiliiiclom,  Itu  Di’siunn  (iiibl>cit.  Uiowclctt.  I’clcison 
AKOICC  I, UCr  IClilOM  (  A  I)  .1  I’ovvfll  liispoitoi  U  .1  I’owcH 
Quality  Rnling  R()I('(  High  I’U'I)  Med 

A  Pic-nwaid 

(dutiact  I  vpe  I  I  I’ 

No  (il  nids  Id  I  I  liidi  ojoK 

( i<n't  l•  stml;llc  No  o(  AiiuMidim-nl'. 

('onstMKtibililx  Rev  icw  ^'e''  .\  N(i 

IV  Conti  act 

Awaid  Ainotuil  l‘'''K  Itid  I’oMlmti  I  ov^. 

C  C  ’'^cs 

Nnmhe'i  of  (  liiinge*'  /  R;tle  23"m 

I  vpe  Cosloiuei  R<.'(|nt'sted  I  I 'nloiseen  Conditions  3  Admin  2 
DeliU  S  I  )estun  I 'i loi  oi  ( tinission  I  Other 

f  ield  (  hanges 

I )  Cm  I  c s pon cic n c c 

lone  Coopeiiiln  e  Ad\eis;nial 

Type  Routine  X  (  lai iliealions  2  Uainings  Pioblcms  J' 

I •  Aichitcct/  Ijipiiicc i 

licld  Visits  II  I  )iseiepaiK  les  N'oieil  None 

!■  i’ayincnls 

Oisagiccmcnt  on  iiinonnts  I  out  ol  I  t  iinoiees 
Paid  on  time  All  Piiee  Sehedule  is  I  leld  Measuiable  \'cs 
Cl  Pnyjdlls 

Submitted  on  lime  ’’  out  ol  I  '  iinoiees  Wage  \  lolations  I 

f  (  Sclicdtilc 

I  vpe  Bai  C  hart  ( Ompleted  2  numlhs  early 
I  U'libiBcpwls 

I  rcciuencv  (d' Non-eonrornianee  doulol.tdd  Rejioits  Rate  ^0% 
lone  ('('Operative  ,\  Advei''airal 

Itislriielions  to  (  (iiiliik  lor  d  out  ol  3d  i  Reports  R;ite  d/'o 
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.1  Qualily  Coiitiol 

QA  (  I’ccklist  Kcpoits  0  Disci cpancics  Nolcd 
K  Cotnpliancc  N v/l ices 

Niiinhci  0  Descii|ilioi» 

I,  Disputes 

Nninbci  0  Dcsciiplion 

M  SubjiilUals 

Nmnlici  icjcclcd  S  l^aic 

N  Opscout 

l  inal  liispcclinn  I’niiclilisi  I  cnulli 
(  iisldmci  I’icsciil  at  I  inal  Inspcclion  \  cs 
Release  uf  Claims  Receis  ed  ^'es,  X  nunillis  later 
().  Utlici 

t  ime  of  ycai  jH'i !('!  med  July  I .  ,.\|mi1  I6*)| 

Special  ci'iisliamis  UJaklK'uis  Acre'S  I’hasiiiu 

I  vpe  oT  Siiiclv  (  (II |i(u ale  Moud  \  liidiMdual  Ollier 

I’.  Comments 

Ciislomei  ic<|neslcd  clianue  Im  "sSSK  accuimled  Ibi  high  change  order  rate 
('oirespondeiicc  deal!  ivilli  (  oni  ciiis  o\ci  lool  ssslein  ineeling  speciricalions  and 
maiuiracliiiers  waiianly  ic(|uiicinci\ls.  lool  tlashing  uas  hlown  loose  in  wind  storm;  and 
piohlems  with  paytolls  A/l  evaluation  "ahove  aveiage"  laliiig  hy  ROICC  Daily  Reports 
thorough  Coiiliaci  Admmislialoi  took  main  piogiess  jiholos  Nice  coinjilete  suhmittal 
log 
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CONTRACT  MI, I-  C’lllX’KLIST 


(■(iniraci  No  /  l  illc  8'MJ02().  Rcj)aits&  lin|)iovcincnls  to  i3T(T8 
Conltactor  P<fel,  Cicncial  ( Onliacfoi,  Inc  Dcsimici  CJahbcrt,  l3rpwclct.tM’eierspji 
AIU)I(T'  (  A  n  .1  Powell  liwpccloi  I,)  J  Powell,  rciry  AmisjrongXin 

beginning)  and  Nave  Wiiglil  (sometimes) 

(,)iialitv  Hating  R()I(  (  lligli  PWI)  NUd 

A 

('oiitiact  I  ype  IIP 

No  ol  Bids  10  I  (UK  'I07K  lligb  f'llK 
(iov't  ITtimate  03SK  No  <'l  Amendmenis  5 
(dtistmctibilitv  Re\iew  ^■es  X  No 
13  C  onti  act 

Awaid  Am<nml  lOO  Bid  Piwiiion  Jiul  low 

C  CJiaiigcs 

Number  of  Cbanges  d  Rate  .'"n 

Type  Cnstomcr  Re(|iie';led  I 'nioiscen  Conditions  2  Admin  J 
Dclass  I  ifMi’.n  I  iioi  oi  ( Iniission  I  Olbei 

I  ield  Clianges  I 

I )  CiiLCCSiKindcncc 

lone  ('oo|)eiati\ e  X  Adveisaiial 

Type  Routine  8  (  hnilications  2  Warnings  Problems 

T.  Aicliilcct/  Riigiiicei 

l  ield  Visits  II  I  bsciepancie*;  Noted  None 

!•  ITaiiinciils 

Disagieement  on  aminmis  I  out  ol  13  invoices 
Paid  on  lime  All  Piice  Scbedule  is  I  ield  Mcasuralilc  Ves 
(T  PayijjIJs 

Submitted  on  1  ime  0  out  ol  13  invoices  Wage  Violations  Npjic 

1 1  ^bednje 

I  vpc  Bar  C'bail  Com|ilele(I  3weekseaily 

I  Daily  Kcpotls 

I  rc(|ucncy  ol  Non-ci’iiloi mam e  f)  out  oT  3‘I2  Repoils  Rate  0% 
lone  Coo|H'ia|j\e  ,X  Adveisaiial 
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Insliiiclions  to  ('{inli.u loi  0  out  o(  .VI2  llcpoi Is  Rntc  0% 

J  Quality  Conliol 

QA  C  hecklist  l^cpoils  2  Discicpniicics  Noted  None 
Compliai i c c _ Nc? I i c e s 
NuiuIhm  0  Oesci iptioi) 

I.  Dispulcs 

Nnmhei  0  Desciiption 

M  Stibiiiillals 

Nuiuliei  lejected  ')  IC;ilc  X'’.> 

N  C_Loscoii| 

l  innl  lus|iectioii  I’tmcliiist  I  .eiiulli  S  items 
(  ustomet  I’icseitt  ;tt  I  mal  Itispcction  N  es 
Release  oC Claims  Received  N  es,  timel> 

()  Olhci 

I  ime  o(  yeai  peilmmed  .lul)  I't'io  A|)i!l  IU')| 

Speeial  ccmstiaints  Woik  horns  Access  I’hasing 

l  ypc  of  Surety  Coi|>oiate  lloiul  ,\  liidn  idual  Other _ 

P,  Commctils 

A/r.  cvaltralioM  "ahoc  e  averauc"  In  ICO/CC  ('oncspoinicncc  satuc  as  for  89- 
1)021  -  roof  and  lahoi  pas  toll  piohlems  I  hoiouuh  daily  leports.  lots  of  project  photos. 
Nice  complete  submittal  lou 
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C’ONTRAC’I'  l  ll.l-;  e’lirX'KIJST 


Coiiltact  No  /  i  illc  88-SI  II,  Rcpintc  iiigli  Risk  PC  15  I  i;msl'oimcis 
Conlinctor  Wchb  lUccIi ic  ( d  Dc^iiiiu-i  Public  Woiks 

AROK’C  L r  Van  Do  \’ooiclc  (  A  R  K  l.okcii  Itispcclot  Roii.Mailin 

Quality  l^aliny  ROIC C  l.iiu  PWI)  l.ow 

A  I’lc-awaid 

Coiiliac  l  I  vpo  I  I  P 

No  ol  llids  5  I  o\'.  220  .5K  Ibeli  .5S7  0K 

(iov't  l•slilnalo  'loO  IK  N('  ol  Amotidmoiils  0 
Cotislruclibililv  Ro\io\'.  N'c";  X  N" 

H,  Coni  tat  I 

Awaid  AiihmiuI  22.0  5K  Hid  PomIiou  l.ow 

C  Cjtangcs 

Nuinbci  orCbaiipos  7  Rale  0"„ 

I  vpc  ('uslomoi  Ro(HKw(cd  I 'nloisocn  ('oiulilioiis  l_  Admin  _2 
Dclavs  I )osimi  I’ltoi  ()i  ( )iiii'''^ion  3  Olbci  C  laim  I 
l  iold  C  banuc^  5 
Coiicspo.ndcnto 

lone  (dopciali\o  A(Korsanal  X 

I  vpc  Routine  8  (  laiilications  0  Warnings  Problems  1 3 

I-,  AijcInlctd/JiL'KULCQ 

I'ield  Visits  N/A  Disciepancies  Noted 
I'  L’ayJllc.Mls 

Disagicement  on  ami'unts  3  out  o(  8  msoiccs 
Paid  (in  time  All  Pi lec  Scbedulc  is  I  ield  Mcasui able 
Cl  Payiolfs 

Submitted  on  l  ime  7  out  ol  8  lUMtues  XS'age  N'lolalions  None 
II  Scjtcdulc: 

lypc  Hat  C'hail  Completed  On  lime 

•  yiiilyJicpoiis 

rrccpicncy  oT Non-eonloi mance  I  out  ol  02  Rejimls  Rale  _  1,0% 

lone  C'oopeialise  Adveisaiial  X 

Instructions  to  C 'onli aeloi  7  out  olO)2  Re|ioils  Rale  ll% 
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.1  Qiialilv  Coiitiol 

('hccklisi  lU-poils  ‘1  DiscicpaiKics  Nolcd  ('i)iiliaclorjnspcc^lipii  plan 
(.k'ciimcntalkin 
K  Cpinj)] j a n cc  No ( ices 

Number  ()  Desei  iplioii 
I,.  Ij>i5J)IJlCS 

Number  2  I )esci iplion  Acldilion.il  elcctiical  woik,  Unforsccii  conclitions 
and  U(u ei nmetil  dcla\ s 

M  Subinillals 

NumiH'i  lejecU'd  1  Rale 

N  Closeout 

f  inal  Inspeclidii  l’tincbli*>l  I  cnulb  }  items  cmiccinmg  patching  grass 
(iistmnei  I'lesenl  at  I  anal  In^-pection  ^  es 

Release  nl  (  laims  Kecened  (  ('lulitional  based  on  nmesolvcd  Claim  //2 
()  Other 

I  ime  ol  yeai  peili'imed  I  ebmaiy  -  Apnl  lO'^l 

Special  constiaints  Woik  honis  \  Access  I’hasing  _ 

rvpcorSuicty  (  (’ipc'iate  Hond  Indisidiial  Other _ 

P.  C’omfncttts 

Designed  in-hmise  NmiK'ions  emiespondence  on  imibiesccn  conditions  and 
go\einmcnl  delays  asseiled  In  (  '('iitiaetoi  Dcnaimented  pool  communication  between 
Superintendent  lames  Webb  and  R()l(  '(  Impeetm  Ron  Mai  tin  f  inal  inspection  was  31 
May.  yet  daily  reports  str'pjied  on  0  Apiil  (  lose  eooidination  re(|uired  for  outages 
nccessaiy  to  lemove  and/oi  leplace  tiansloimeis  l  ength  of  outages  was  specified  in  the 
contract  Outages  did  not  go  smoothiv.  leseliediiled  numcious  times  Appears  Contractor 
did  not  levicw  coiitiact  well  and  was  n<n  oigani/ed  Asscited  many  unsubstantiated 
claims  for  additional  nionev  and  time  Contiaelors  su|iciintcndcnt  felt  inspector  was 
telling  him  how  to  do  his  jiib  uliile  inspectoi  felt  supci  intendent  was  unwilling  to  share  his 
leasoning  for  his  actions 
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CONiKAe  i  l  ilj;  CIIIX’KI.ISI 


('(inliaci  No  /  l  illc  88-81.15,  I  iicl  l  ank  (  leaning  cV:  Sloiagc  I’ail 
Conliactoi  Dianiaco,  Inc  Dcsignci  KeicI  Mukllclon,  Inc 
AKOK'C/CA  Ron  Mailin  ln';|>ccloi  RonMailin 
(.Quality  Raling  R()l('(  l.ow  I’WI)  Med 

A  hciawaid 

Conliacl  I  vin-  I  I  I’ 

No  ol  llids  1  I  ou  81 K  lliidt  '>8K 
(iov'l  |•slinlale  8SK  No  (d  .Xniendnienl'.  1 
Constiiiclihililv  Rcmcw  5'es  X  No 
13,  C'oiilrnct 

Awaid  Anioiml  8IK  Mid  I’omIkhi  low 
(  C  liangcs 

Niimhci  (d Change';  2  Rale 

l  ypc  Customci  Re(|ne''led  I  hdoiscen  Conditions  _ _  Admin  _ 

Delays  Design  l  iioi  oi  Omission  I  Other  _ 

I  icid  (  hanges  () 

I)  Cloiicspondcncc 

1(1110  Coopcialne  \  Adseisanal 

lyiic  Routine  2  (  laiilications  Wninings  ,1  I’loblems  _ 

r.  Aichitccl/  Liigiiicci 

l  ield  Visits  }  Disciepancies  Noted  0  (design  pi oblcnis. discussed) 

I  l’«iynicn(s 

Disagiecment  on  amoimis  2  (uit  ol  *'  iiuoices 
Raid  on  time  All  Riice  Schedule  is  I  leld  Measuialdc  Yes 
(i  Ijiyiolls 

Submitted  on  lime  I  out  ol  5  imoicc"'  \5age  X'iolations  None 

I I  Scljc^U'Jc 

l  ypc  I3ar  Chail  (  (implctcd  On- 1  ime 

•  y?ily  •^.cpoils 

rtecpiencv  (d  Non  coidoi  mance  0  out  (d  2.1  Repot ts  Rale  O/o 
1(1110  Coopei  alive  X  Adv  ei  s.u  i,il 

Instiuctions  to  (  (Mill av  toi  2  out  ol  21  Repoils  Rale  9'’/b 
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J  Quality  Coiilrol 

QA  Cliccklist  lU’iK'i  Is  0  Disctcpaiu  ics  Nt'loil 
K  C  o  1 1 )  1 )  I  i  ji  u  c  c  N  o  1 K  s 

Nittiihci  0  Df'.i  nplioii 

I .  Disputes 

NiimiH’i  0  I  )(■>^^  I  ipiinii 

M  Subiniltals 

Numhci  ii'ii’ilrd  Pair  U)"„ 

N  CJoscoul 

l  iiial  Itispcrildti  I’liiu  lilisl  I  ciit'jlt  X  iirins 
(  iisldtnci  I’lrsriil  al  I  iii.il  liisprclion  ^  cs 
Pciense  (il  (  laims  Precis cd  ^'cs,  -t  imiiiths  latci 
()  Qllici 

rime  <)l  vrai  peiroimrd  July  -  I )crcmhci  IPPO 

Special  roMSliaiiils  \V<iik  home  Access  IMiasini; 

I  Vpe  ol  Suielv  ('(upoiale  lli'iul  \  liidisidiial  Other 

IV  Coiiiincuts 

Daily  Pcpoils  iiol  siihmiltcd  until  aPet  |oh  cmnplelcd  Coiilractoi  progressed 
slowly,  neglecting  adminislialis c  malle/s 
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CONTRACi  MU-  C’lli;CKLIST 


C'diiliacI  No  /  I  illc  88-X  I  M,  Kcpnit  I  looi  llaiigai  7 
('onlractor  l  lootpio,  Iik  Dcsimici  I  sang  Aicliitccts 
AK()lf'(7(  A  RNS  Cook  liispcctoi  Kick  Kagan 
Qualify  Kalinu  KOK  ('  Med  I’WI)  High 

A  i’ic-awaicl 

Conliai  I  I  \pe  I  I  I’ 

No  orHuK  8  I  (uv  .MK  llndt  S'lK 
(io\'l  I  slimale  /7K  No  dl  Anirndnu-nK  I 
Constiuctihilils  lU’Mcv''  N  es  No  ,\ 

n  C’oiKincl 

A\caid  Ainoiml  Ifid  I’omIiom  low 

(’  (  liangcs 

Numbci  ol  (  haiiges  0  Kale  0''o 

Type  Ctisfomei  Keiiue'iled  I 'nl'oiseen  ( 'oiulilions  Admin 

Delays  Design  I’ikm  oi  Omission  Olhci  _ 

l  ield  Changes  0 

I)  Coiicsuoiidcncc 

Tone  Coopeialise  X  Adveisaiial 

Type  Kouline  7  (  laiiliealions  Warnings  I’roblems  _[ 

!•  Afchitccf/  Lngiiicci 

I'ield  Visits  0  Diseiepancies  Noied 

I  Raymoils 

Disagreemenl  on  amonnls  0  out  ol  I  iiuoices 
I’aid  on  lime  All  I’l ice  Schedule  is  f  ield  Measuiahle  Yes 
(J  fiiyiTlIls 

Suhmilled  on  I  line  I  out  1  iiuoices  Wage  Violations  Q 

I I  Schedule 

l  ype  None  Completed  On  lime 

•  Daily  Repot  Is 

I  lequency  ol  Non-conloimancc  Ooulol  U  Kepoits  Kale  % 

lone  Coopeialise  X  Adseisaiial 

Insliuclions  to  (  (mil acloi  U  out  oft)  Kepoils  Kale  'S. 
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.1  Quality  CoiUiol 

QA  C'hccklisl  llcpdils  0  I )istit'p;''\cK's  Noted 

K  C  ompliance  Notices 

Niimbci  0  Dcsci  ijilioii 

I  liispuics 

Nnmbci  tJ  Deseiiptioii 

M  Submillnis 

Niimbci  tejecled  (>  l^.ile 

N  CLpscpul 

I  inal  lM‘;|H'eli('M  I’niu  IiIi-nI  I  eiii;llt  Noiu- 
Ciisn^mci  I’lO'^enl  at  I mal  Inspectti'n  N  es 
Release  ol  (  laiius  Receded  N'es,  lmiel\ 

()  C)lhci 

limeol  N'eai  iieilomied  Seplembei  <)il(>l>ei  I'tSO 
Special  eoiisli amts  W  nil-,  At  i  ess  l’liasinL> 

Type  ol  Sill et (  inpi'iaie  lloiid  Indoidiial  ()tliei  Not  iccpiiicd 

I*.  C  omincnls 
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CONTRACT  (•il.i;CIII-:CKLIST 


('onlracl  No  /  l  illc  I’aiiil  llaDgai  IJay  7  Iniciic'i 

('oulraclor  Diainato,  lot  Dc-siuiici  Tsaiig  Aidiitt'cls 
AROI(’(7('A  liNS  (\)ok  Iiis|iccloi  Kick  Kagan 
Quality  Rating  KOK  (  Med  PWl)  High 

A  l’jc-;j'vanl 

Contiact  I  vpe  I  I  I’ 

No  ol  Uids  21  I  (>\v  P)K  lligh  .OoK 
(iov't  [istimale  II2K  No  ol' Aniendmenls  0 
Constiuctiliilitv  Kc’Meu  'I’o';  \  No 

n  CoijjtacI 

Awaid  Amount  7‘'K  Itid  l’<'silioii  tid  low 

C,  Cliaiigcs 

Numher  ok (  hanges  o  Kale  0".. 

Type  (  usiomei  Keiiue^led  I 'nloiveen  ( 'ondilions  Admin 

Delays  Design  I  iioi  oi  ( )ini'.sion  Other 
f  icid  Changes  I 
N  Coitcspoiidcticc 

lone  ('oopeialwe  X  Ad\eisaiial 

lype  Routine  I  (  laidicalions  I  Warnings  I’rohicms 

I ■-  Architect/  Lu git i c c i 

lucid  Visits  0  Disciepaneies  Noted 

I’  PayinciLts 

Disagreement  on  amounts  l)  out  ok  invoices 
Raid  on  time  All  Riice  Schedule  is  l  ield  Mcasuiahle  'r  es 
C>  Payrolls 

Siihmiltcd  on  lime  s  out  okS  invoices  Wage  Violations  _Q 

1 1  ScJicduLc 

type  IjarChail  (  omplelcd  (>  weeks  caily 

I  Daily  Kc po 1 1 s 

rrcriiicncy  ok  Non-conkoimance  t)  (ml  ok  sy  Rcpoits  Rate  0% 
lone  Coopcialwe  \  Aiheisanal 

Instiuclions  to  (  onliat  lot  0  out  ol  5  t  Kepoi Is  Kale  02b 
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.1  Oualilv  Coiitiol 

QA  Cliccklisl  lU’iKiil';  l)i';ticp;incics  Nolcd 

^  Coiii|)linncc  N ol i c c s 

Niimhci  0  Dcsciiplinii 

I.  Dispijlcs 

Nmnbci  0  Dcsciiplidit 

M  Su bin i Hals 

Nnmbci  lojcclrd  <) 

N  Opscoul 

l-iiial  I’liiu  lili^l  I  cni’.lii  s 

CiisItMiici  at  1  inal  lii'>pi-(  lion  N  cs 

Ilcicasc  of  {  lamis  lUn  civ  cd  N  os,  nmol} 

()  Othci 

lime  of  year  pcilbimod  April  -  May  l*>Sn 
Speoial  oimsli ainls  Wciik  boms  Access 

lype  of  Smciv  Coipoialo  Ibmd  X  bidisidiial 

IV  OJliU'lcnls 


I’basiiig 

Ollier 


A|i|iciidi\  II 
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CONTRACT  mm:  CIIIX’KLIS  I 


Coiilracl  No  /  I  illc  8X-S  I  25,  Ut'pincc  l.ighling  Syslcm  Ihiilclitig  369 
Conlracloi  NtoiiiUain  States  Mceliaiiital  Dcsignet  Mdtil,  Maniiii  &  Uiqiiliai I  linginccrs 
AKOK'CVCA  1. 1  Sweet  Ins|>eeloi  Jim 
CualilV  ITiling  ROK  (■  Meci  I’WI)  High 

A  Pic-awaicl 

(dnliaet  lv|H'  III’ 

No  ol  Mids  II  I  o\v  ISK  I  huh  /MK 
( Jov'l  l•stilnale  76K  No  ol  Ameiulmeiti'^  2 
ConslMKlihilits  Re\iew  N’es  X  No 
13  Con  had 

Award  Aiiioiml  OK  Hid  I’iwiIkui  I  ou 
C  Cljanii^s 

Number  orChanges  I  Rate  tHo 

I  vpc  (  iistomei  Reipiested  I  iiil'niseen  ( 'oiuliliiMis  _  Admin  _ 

Delays  I  Design  I  iioi  oi  Omission  Other _ 

l  ield  (  liangcs  2 
•  ^  CoHcsponcIcncc 

lime  (d('peiati\e  X  Adveisaiial 

I  ype  Rrnitmc  X  (  laiifieations  Wainings  Problems  _  2 
AitJiilcdCtngmccr 

b'ielrl  Visits  0  Diseiepaneies  Noted 
[■  Paynicnls 

Disagiecment  on  amoimls  <)  out  old  iinoiees 
Paid  oil  time  All  I’liee  Sebediile  w  I  leld  Measuiable  Yes 
(i  Payrolls 

Siibmiltcd  on  l  ime  2  out  ol  2  iiivoiecs  Wage  Violations  _0 
1 1  ^licdnlc 

I  ype  iJar  Cliart  Cdmplelcd  On  I  ime 
I  Daily  Rcpoits 

I'rcrpicncy  oT Non-eonlbimance  Pont  of  10  Repoits  Rate  0% 

Idne  (dopeiatise  X  Adveisaiial 

Instmclions  1(1  (dniiaetoi  O  out  of  10  Re|ioils  Rale  0% 
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.1  Quality  Conlrol 

QA  Cliccklisl  Rc|i()ils  (,  DiscicpniKics  NdtctI 
^  Coui|)liaucc  Notices 

Ntmihci  0  I  )csct  iplioii 

I  UisptiLcs 

Niiinbci  0  I  )osi  I  iplioii 

M  Submittals 

Nnmboi  tried cd  i>  K.ile 

N  ClosccHit 

l  in.'il  liis|'ee(i(Hi  I’iiirIiIisI  l.etiulli  f>  items 
(  iislomci  I’lesenl  ;il  I  in;\l  Inspeelimi  ^  es 
l^clensc  (>(  (  Iniins  Reeeised  ^  es,  Iimel> 

()  Ollicj 

I  ime  of  veai  peilomied  Maiel;  l')So 

Speeial  eoMSIi amts  W'oi k  lioiii s  Aeeess  I’hasiii^ 

I  ype  of  StiielN'  ( '(>1  poiate  fb'iid  \  Indo  idiial  Ollici 

IV  Quilincills 

I’lobicius  discussed  in  coi  lespondence  life  included  slow  progress  and  overhead 
lighting  not  meeting  speciticafions 
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C ONTKAt'T  MI.I';  Cl  ilX’KI.lS'l 

('(iiitrncl  No  /  I  illc  88-5727,  Install  Disliwaslici s,  (  apcliail 
C'onlraclor  Coyole  Coij)  Dcsiunri  Ncckci/I  iikiii 
AR()I('(7('A  I’NS  llaiton  Inspcclot  David  Wiiglil 
(,^iialily  l^alinu  ROK'C  lligli  lloiisinu  lligli 

A  I’lCrawnid 

( 'olid  act  I  vpc  I  I  r 

No  ol'Mids  M  low  ■I2'>K  lliuli  dSKK 
Ciov't  [■.stimalc  f>77K  No  of  Amendments  5 
Constiuctibilitv  Review  N'es  X  No 
IV  Cotilincl 

Awaid  Amount  12‘*K  Uid  l’oMii'>n  I  ow 
('  Changes 

Nnmhci  olChanues  2  Rate  2''<) 

Type  Customci  Re(|nesled  I  hiloiseen  (  onditions  _l_  Admin  _1 

Delays  Design  f'.iioi  oi  ( )mission  Other _ 

I  ield  Changes  2 

I ^  Cone s po ij (Jc nee 

lone  Coopeialwe  Adveismial 

lype  Routine  5  (  larifications  12  W'ainii.gs  I’rohicms _ 

I  ■  A I  di  lie  cl/ 1:  ng  in  c  e  i 

I'ield  X'isits  f>  Diseiepancies  Noted 

1'  l^ayjneiils 

Disagreement  on  anu'imts  d  out  o(  8  invoices 
Paid  on  time  All  Puce  Schedule  is  i  ieid  Measiiiahle  ^'cs 
C }  Cay  Lpl[s 

Snhmilted  on  l  ime  8  out  ol  8  invoices  Wage  X'iolations  _Nonc 

I I  Schedule 

l  ype  List  Completed  5  weeks  eaily 

J  l2^'iJ-y_Kcpc2r(_s 

I' I eipiency  ol  Niin-vonh'imanee  d  out  ol  155  Repoils  Rate  _0% 

lone  Coopeiative  X  Adveisaiial 

Instiuclions  to  (  oniiacloi  I  out  ol  Dt  Repoils  Rale  7'/b 
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J  Uiiality  Conliol 

QA  rhccklist  lU’poils  I  Discicpaiicics  Ncilcd  None 
K  Q) lU  ^  ^ 

Niimlici  0  Dcsci  iplion 

I-  jlLS]  Mites 

Numlict  (J  I  )cs(.  I  iplioi) 

M  Siibinitlals 

Nuinhci  icjccU'd  n  l^alc 

N.  Cjoscoiil 

I'inal  liis|K't'lioM  I’uiK'lilisI  I  ciiulli  No  d('t.iimc'i)lalic)n 
Cusldmct  I’losnil  at  l  iiial  Inspcclion  N'es 
Release  of  Claims  Rec  eived  N  es,  timely 
().  Ullici 

I  ime  ol'veai  iieiloimed  Decemhei  -  May  1V9I 
Speeial  coiisliamis  W'oik  Imms  Ac  cess  I’liasinp 

Type  of  Smely  (’(iipmale  Itoiul  X  IndiMdiial  Ollier 
IV  Comiiiciits 

A/r,  rated  "above  ac  eiaue"  In  ROICC  -  \  ei  v  expedient  on  submittals  and  answers 
[o  vcibal  in(|iiiiics  (  (mtfactoi  lecommended  loi  Ceililicatc  orCommendation 
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C'ONTRAC'I  MI.l-;  ClIliCKLIS  r 

('oiitrnci  No  /Title  S8-57  I  7,  Wcalheii/alion  ol' Ikiikliiig 'll  0  2642 

('(intiaclot  Ainci icnii  (  OiisiMK  li<m  I'neiyy  Dcsi^iiei  ( ial)l)ci t,  IJrowcIcit,  Peterson 
AROK'C  (  A  I)  I  Powell  Inspeeloi  leiiy  Aimstiong 

(Quality  Rating  R()l(’(  Med  PWl)  High 

A  Pic-a\v;tul 

(  onti aet  I  vpe  I  I  P 

No  ol  Bids  2  I  ou  ()2K  High  SOK 
(iov't  I'stimate  I ''')K  No  ol  Amendments  I 
('onstiiictil)ility  Re\ieu  N'es  ,\  No 
IT  CoiUtacl 

Award  Amount  f)2K  Hid  Posiiioti  l.ow 

('.  Cjiattgcs 

Numhei  ofC'lianges  2  Rate  I')".. 

Type  (.'ustomei  Re(|uested  I 'nloiseen  Conditions _ Aditiin 

Delays  Design  I  iioi  oi  ( )mission  Other  2 
I'icld  C'hanges  2 
C’oiics[)oiKlcticc 

lone  Coopeiatue  X  Ad\eisaiial 

Type  Routine  2  (  laiilieations  4  Warnings  Problems 

I  A  r  d  1  i  1  c  c  I  /  Ji  n  g  i  1 1  c  c  t 

I'icld  Visits  I  Diseiepaneies  Noted  <» 

I'  ITayinciils 

Disagicement  (Mi  amounts  1  out  ol  4  nnoiecs 
I’aid  on  time  All  Pnee  Seliedule  is  l  ield  Measurable  \'cs 
Cl  I’ayjrills 

Submitted  on  l  ime  4  out  rrl  4  nwoiees  Wage  Violations  0 

I I  Sdicdiijc 

I  ype  Hat  Cbail  Completed  2weekseaily 
I  yciib'Jicpmls 

fue(|uency  of  Non-eonloi  manee  (tout  <4  24  Reports  Rate  0% 

lone  Coopeiatise  X  Adveisaoal _ 

Instiuetions  to  (  (inliaetoi  i<'utor24  Repoils  Rate  ()4yo 
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J  Quality  Coiilrol 

QA  Chccklisl  Kopdils  0  Discicp.incics  Noted 

K  Qjmpljancc  Notice 

Nuniher  U  Dcsetiplion 

I  Qispulcs 

Niiinhci  0  Dcsti i|itioii 

M  Submittals 

Number  tojcclcd  I  Pale  M'‘o 

N  Closeout 

l  iiial  liispeelioii  I’liiu  I  etiirlli  I  items 
(  uslomei  Piesenl  at  I  inal  Inspeelion  N  es 
Kelease  ol' Claims  lU-eeived  N  e'>,  timely 
()  Oilier 

I  ime  ol  ycai  peilbimed  Dcccmbei  lOHX  -  I  cbiuaiy  1989 
Speeial  eoiisliainls  W'oik  boms  Aeress  Pliasiiif' 

I  vpeol  Smels  Coipoiale  Bond  X  liidi\idual  Olbci 
IV  Comments 

vSubstilulcd  (y|ic  ol'liaMuai  door  seals  because  of  easier  installation  plus  added  door 
seals  in  vaiious  places  A/b  \sas  lusbed  to  do  desiun  Reason  for  changes  was  a  ciiteria 
change  Conliactor  was  bad  about  communiealmg  his  woik  plans  to  the  inspector  in 
advance 
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CONTRACT  !■!1,I■;C^|[•:CKLIS■|■ 


Conliacl  N(i  /  l  illc  Aiictall  I’aiking  Apion 

('onlracloi  D  A  /.uluaga,  Inc  Dcsiunct  Sciflcit  loilics 
AROICC  L I  Van  Uc  V'oiulc  (  A  IJ  J  I’oucll  Inspector  Ron  Marlin 
Quality  Rating  ROICC  High  I’WI)  High 

A.  Prc-.iwaid 

(dntiact  Ivi’c  SR  A  Set- Aside.  MM*  Negotiated 
No  of  Rids  None 

(iov't  l-.stimate  I'M  I  No  ol' Amendments  ,i 
('onstiiictihility  Re\ieu  't'es 
IV  Cgiiliacj 

Award  Amount  Rid  I’osiiion  22  MK 

C  Cliangcs 

Numhei  of  Changes  <S  Rale  2  P  n 

Type  Cuslomei  Re<|uested  }  Mnldiseen  ( 'oiulitions  }  Admin  J 
Delays  0  Design  I  iioi  oi  Omission  I  Other  U 
ricid  Changes  8 
*  ^  Cpjicsi)_oiuJcn_cc 

lone  ('oopeialive  X  Adveisaiial 

l  ype  Routine  6  (  laillicalions  17  Warnings  0  Rioblems  [ 

Iv  Aichilcct/  Ritgiiicci 

I'icld  Visits  II  Disciepancics  Noted  10- 1  ^  mirioi  items  during  each  visit 

I'  Paymctits 

DisagicemenI  on  amounts  2  out  oO  invoices 
Paid  on  lime  All  I’l ice  Schedule  is  I  ield  Measuiahle  N'es 
(i,  Payiolls 

Suhmillcd  on  I  line  'Mnil  ol  ’Miivoices  Wage  Violations  0 

1 1  Schedule 

Type  Bai  Chait  Completed  On  lime 

f  Daily  Repot (s 

Frequency  of  Non  conloimancc  3  out  olQdU  Rcpoils  Rale  .L3% 
lone  Coopei alive  X  Adveisaiial 

Insliuclions  1(1  ('(miiactm  8  out  id  2  lU  Reports  Rale  .V3"n 
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.1  Oiiality  C'onliol 

(  liccklisl  Rc|)<ii Is  o  I)iscic|KnKics  Noted  0 
Compliance  Not  ices 
Numlici  0  I )osei iplioii 
I,  Disputes 

Niimhei  I  I  )eseti|tli<in  I’liKng  l)i<l  did  iiol  iiieel  specs,  denied 

M  Subinittals 

Nnmhci  leiecled  n  R.ile 
N.  Clpsconl 

I  innl  !iis|H'cti('n  I’niu  lilisl  I  enelli  ?  items 
(  uslomci  PiesenI  ;il  I  in;il  Inspection  N  es 
Release  ol'C  lamis  Receded  N’es,  (<  tnoiillis  lalei 

C  OtjLCi 

I  iine  ol  veai  peili'iined  Mat  S‘>  -  Xov,  |')S') 

S|H'cial  constiaints  \\ Oi k  lioni c  Access  I’liasmu 
I  V|ie  ok  Suiels  ( dipoiate  Itond  X  liidicidnal  Otliei 

l‘,  C_()i.ntnctils 

Daily  tepotls  tlioioiiidi  attd  Ispcwttllcn 
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('ONTRAC’T  i  ll,!':  C'l  lIX'Ki .IS'I 


(dnliaci  Nci  /  Title  XH-  IS.TT  l*aint  I'xlciioi  I  l<Hisiiig  Units 
Contiaetdi  NTins  I’ainting  ( d  Uesiunei  Stalloid  Aidiitects 
AROIC'C  (  A  K  l.okcn  Inxpecloi  Ron  Maitin 

finality  Rntinu  ROK  (  High  I  lotismu  lligli 

A  I’lcjnvatd 

Contiaet  I  v|H'  I  I  I’ 

No  ('I  IIkIs  t  I  ow  2S'iK  lligli  •l'•/  IK 
(iov't  I'Stimate  MXk  No  ol  Amenilnu-iils  () 

Constnictihilits  ReMC'u  N  ox  X  Nd 
IT  CojUl'T^^I 

Awaid  Amount  2S'>k  Ihd  Position  I  ov'. 

(■  Cliaiigcs 

Niimhct  olT  lianges  (>  l/ate  >("„ 

I  vpe  (  iistoinei  Recitiestcd  I  I  nloiseon  ('(mditions  I  Admin  2 
l)cla\s  I  |)esn;n  I  iioi  oi  ( )inission  1  Otiioi 
I  told  Changos  I 
I)  C'oitcspoiuictttc 

1(1(10  (  (lopoialiv  o  \  Advoisaiial 

I  vpo  Routnio  2  (  lai iTu  ations  !  W  ainmgs  PioMoms 

I .  Atcljilccl/  I  .iigitiool 

l  iold  \'isits  (1  I  )isu o|'aiK  los  Noird 

I  I’ayitictils 

Disagiooniont  on  ani(>im|s  2  out  id  In  msoioos 
Paid  on  tiino  All  Pi  u  o  S(  liodiilo  is  I  lold  Moasm  aide  ^’os 
(i  IXiyiolls 

Siihmittod  on  I  iiiio  Id  out  ol  Id  nuoitos  Wage  N'lolations  None  noted 

I I  Sclicdiile 

t  ype  I5ar  ('oniplolcd  .1  weeks  oaily 
I  Daily  Repot  Is 

I  loiiuonov  ok  Non-(  (inroimaiKO  I  out  ol  I dS  Rojioi ts  Rate  7'’/o 
lone  { dopoialoo  \  Advoisaiial 

InstnKtions  to  (  (iiiioK  loi  fi  cnit  ol  I  IX  R^poi  ts  Rato 'U/o 
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Oualily  Control 

QA  C'liccklisl  Kopoils  0  Discicpaiicics  Noted  None  Noted 

Compliance  Notices 

Number  0  Desciiption 

I-  Disputes 

Niimbei  0  Desciiption 

M  SiibiniHals 

Niimbct  lejecled  I  ILale  See  C Omment 

N  CJgseoiit 

l  inal  Inspectii'n  Pum  lilist  I  enutb  1  Item 
Customci  Piesent  at  I  inal  Inspection  'i  es 
Release  of'Clainis  Reciesed  Yes,  timeiy 
D  Oilier 

l  ime  o(  year  peilbimcd  Jan-Sep  ‘10 
Special  constiainis  Wdik  boms  Access  I’basiim 
l  ypeolSmetv  (  (tipcnale  llond  X  Individual  Otbei 
IV  Comtnenis 

No  safety  plan  on  file  ( Iveispiay  mi  a  few  cais  S'lbmittal  file  incomplete;  only 
1.2,4, 10, 1 1  present  K TR  laled  satisfactoiy  cm  evaluation  Work  seemed  as  good  as 
contraci  ‘K)-48.^8,  except  job  mav  not  have  been  as  visible  since  it  wasn’t  ofllcer  housing. 
High  change  older  rate  due  to  adding  additional  houses  to  contraci 
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CONTRACT  MLIT’III-CKLIST 


Conlracl  No  /  Titlc_88-'1.n2.  71  Ol’Q  (Civilj 

('orUr.iclor  12  A  Ziilungn  C'onsiniclion  Dcsiuncr  I  oMkij)/Kocl)  Arcliilccls 
AK()I(  (V('A_  U  J  I’owcll  lMS|ictloi  Jim  (^iiinn 
Qiialily  ROK  ('  iligli  llonsinu  Med 

A  Pic-a\vai(l 


(dniiael  1  vpe 

IIP 

No  ol  Mids  0 

1  ow 

205K  High 

2.t.tK 

(iov’t  Idtimale 

IS.tK 

No  of  Amendments  2 

Constiiictibililv  Resieu 

N'es  X  No 

Cdittiacl 

Awaid  Amount 

20T 

Itid  Position 

1  ()\S 

(  Changes 

Numlicr  or('hniige<;  5  Rale  l<>"o 

Type  Cuslomci  Re(|ue<;lc(l  ! 'itloi’^een  (  (mdilions  3_  Admin 

Delay*;  1  Design  I  imm  oi  ( >mission  I  Other  _ _ 

I  icid  Changes  0 
I )  Coj  icspondcMcc 

I  tme  C(i(’pei aiis e  X  Adveisatial 

l  ypc  Routine  <1  (  laiiliealions  I  Warnings  Problems 

f-  Aicliitccl/  Lngincci 

Field  Visits  2  Diseiepancies  Noted  None 
f  [’aynicnjs 

Disagreement  on  anuHinls  1  out  (d  X  nnoiees 
(’aid  on  time  All  Pnec  Selicdule  is  f  ield  Measurable  't  es 
(}  CayioJIs 

Submitted  on  l  ime  8  out  ofX  mvoites  Wage  Violations  _Nonc 

1 1  Sclictliilc 

lypc  IJar  Cbait  (  I'lnpleled  On  lime 
I  Daily  Repot  Is 

I'lcijuency  of  Non-conloimance  0  out  ol  220  Rcpoits  Rate  O'Vo 
Idne  (dopeialise  X  Ailveisaiial 

Instiuctions  to  Conliaeloi  s  out  ol  220  Repoits  Rate  2J% 
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.1  Quality  Coiitiol 

QA  CljccklisI  Rcpdils  0  Discrepancies  Noted 

K  Compliance  Notices 

Niinilier  0  Desciiplion 

L.  Disputes 

Nuniher  0  Desciiplion 

M  Submittals 

Nomhci  I  ejected  I  Rale  7"o 

N  Closeout 

l  inal  Inspection  I’lmclilisi  I.enplli  I  t  Hems 
C'MSiomer  Ptescnl  at  I  inal  Inspection  'I'es 
Release  of  Claims  Recci\  cd  N'es,  0  monllis  later 
O.  Other 

I  ime  of  veai  peifdimcd  No^eml'ci  108S  -  June  1989 

Special  consliaiiils  Wdik  lioins  Access  I’liasing _ 

I  vpeol  Suielv  (  (wpoiale  Mond  ,\  lndi\idiial  Other  _ 

[’  Comments 

Civilian  od-hasc  hi'iisinu  Rehab  ofcnihs,  sidewalks  and  ligliting 
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CONTKACr  l-ILI-;  Cill-X  KLIS  r 


C’onItacI  N(v  /  l  illc  87-7()'l5,  Muild  Coiiimissaiy 
Contractor  lildrcci  &  lisscx  Designer  AKA  Aicliitects 
AK()I(!(7CA  [INS  Cook  Itispcctor  Jim  (Jiiiinn,  I’NS  Cook 
Quality  Kating  KOICC  Iligli  I’WI)  High 

A.  Ptc-awnid 

Contract  I  vpe  Design  I  hid.  Ml* 

No  ol  Mids  N/A  low  High 
(iov't  listimate  N/A  No  ol' Amendments 
Constructihility  Review  N'es  No 
IJ.  Contract 

Award  Amount  '16J2K  Hid  I’osition  N/A 

('.  Citaiigcs 

Number  of  Changes  II  Kate  l"o 

f  ype  Customer  Keciucstcd  6  I  (nibiscen  Conditions  _|_  Admin  _4 

Delays  Design  l-fioi  oi  Omission  Other _ 

Field  Changes  d 

I )  Coticspoiidcticc 

lone  Cooperative  Advcrsaiial 

Type  F^oulinc  8  (  laiifications  Warnings  Problems 

P  Architect/  Limiticct 

Field  V''isits  N/A  Discicpancies  Noted 

[•'  Paynictits 

Disagreement  on  amounts  5  out  of  I  .*'  invoices 
Paid  on  time  All  Piicc  Schedule  is  Field  Mcasuiahic  Yes 
Cl.  Payrolls 

Submitted  on  l  ime  I  i  out  ol  1 nnoices  Wage  Violations  _[ 

II  Schedule 

Type  _l3aLCiinrt  Completed  I  month  early 

I  Daily  Repot ts 

ITequency  of  Non-conroimancc  7  (nitor3.‘'J  Reports  Kate  2% 

Tone  C'ooperatise  X  Adversarial 

Instructions  to  Conti  actor  Ooutof.tVt  Reports  Rate  2  6% 
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J  Quality  Coiiliol 

QA  Chccklisl  Rcpoils  0  Discrepancies  Noted 
^  Compliance  Notices 

Niiinher  0  Desciiption 

I  Disputes 

Niimbei  0  Desciiption 

M  Submittals 

Nuinher  rejected  0  Rate 

N.  CUrsermt 

I'inal  Inspection  I’liiu  lilisl  l.enutli  ')  items 
(  iistomcr  I’lesent  at  I  inal  Inspection  N  es 
Release  ofClaiins  Received  Yes,  .1  months  later 

O.  Qtliei 

l  ime  of  year  perlbiincd  June  198*)- June  1990 

Special  consti aiiits  Wmk  lioms  Access  Phasing 

l  ypc  of  Siiicty  Coi poiate  Bond  X  Individual  Other _ 

P.  Cotntneiits 

C'QC  job  All  hut  2  of  Daily  Repoits  to  Inspector  problems  were  safely  related. 
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CON  I  RACr  I  ILI-;  e’llIX'Kl.lST 


Conlracl  N(i  /  l  illc  87-7569,  l.ocalion  Navy  Ivxcliangc 
Contracldi  Rbcriiastci  Ciaiml,  Inc  l)csii>ncr  Jan  ll  Kaicr 

AR()I(  (  /(  A  1,1  Van  l)c  V'oonlc/ 1. 1 Ki /ulick  Inspccloi  Lloyd  K.ciiiiaii/Davicl  Wriglit 
Quality  Rating  ROK'C  lligli  I’WI)  High 

A.  I^ic-awaid 

Conti  act  l  ypo  I  I  I’,  Resit  ictcd  Ihddcis  I  isl 
No  ofUids  6  Lou  lOLIK  llipji  21  I 
(iov'l  Lstimalc  l7()nK  No  oT  Anu'ndmcnls  \ 

Consinictibilily  RoMtus  5  cs  .\’  No 
IL  Cpjitiact 

Award  Amoiinl  I9L1K  Ihd  I’osiiion  Low 

C  C'liaiigcs 

Number  of  Changes  21  Rale  d^o 

Type  Cuslomci  Re(|iicslcd  7  I 'nibisecn  Conditions  I  Admin  _5 
Delays  Design  fuK'i  oi  Omission  0  Ollier  2  - 

Cl  edit  foi  dcncicni  tlooiiim  and  adiuslmcnt  for  (css  piles  driven 
Field  Changes  7 
I )  Correspondence 

Tone  Cooperative  X  Adveisaiial 

lypc  Routine  12  Claiincalions  ‘19  Wamings _ Problems  1 1 

Architect/  Engineer 

lueld  Visits  10  Disci  epancies  Noted  95  (combination  of  A/E  &  ROICC 

input} 

F  Payinents 

Disagreement  on  amoimis  8  out  of  15  invoices 
I’aid  on  lime  All  Pi  ice  Schedule  is  f  ield  Measuiabic  Yes 
CL  l\aviolls 

Submitted  on  l  ime  9  out  of  15  invoices  Wage  Violations  None 

11  Schedule 

fype  Bar  Cliait  Completed  5  months  eaily 

I  liT'ly  Repot ts 

f  ie(|uency  of  Non  confoimance  2  out  ol  252  Reports  Rale  ,8% 
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lone  (’oopct.^ti^c  X  Advctsntial 

Insiruclions  to  Conti.Riot  I  I  out  of  2.''2  Reports  Rale  4.4% 

.1  Quality  C'oiUiol 

QA  Cliecklisl  Rcpi'iis  21  DisciepaiK'ics  Noleii  1  I  -  soil  coinpaclion,  roof 
damage,  adminislialuc  items 
K  C'oini)l i nnc c  N ot  i c c s 

Number  I  [ )esei i|ilioi.  ( oieign  laslcneis  foi  gypboard 

I,  Dispijlcs 

NumiH'i  I  heseiipdoii  Additional  lem|)eiatuic  eonliols  (bi_vcrUilali(Ki 

Ibi  'Q,  denied 

M  l^ihinitlals 

Niimbci  icjccled  ^  Rale  4'’o 
N  Clo_scou( 

I  inal  Inspcelimi  l’mKlili';|  l.cnulli  Hems 
(  iKlomet  i’le'-eiil  .it  I  mal  lii^pia  lion  N  es 
Release  ol  (  lamis  lU'eies ed  N'es,  I  \eai  lair 

Q  Qllici 

l  ime  of  year  |ici(oimed  I  clmiaiy  I '190  -  Jniuiary  1991 

.S/rccia)  coirsliainls  Woik  hours  Aceess  J’hnsiny  _ 

fype  of  Suiely  Coipoiale  Hond  X  Individual  Other _ 

I’  CioitimciMs 

A/I-  evaluation  "alune  areiage"  bv  ROICC  -  icsiMinsivc  during  construction  and 
clear  design  except  (oi  a  lew  mechanical  pioblems  OilTicully  getting  punch  list  completed 
in  a  timely  mannei 
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CON  I  RACT  l  ll.liail'CKLIST 


Cotilracl  No  /  l  illc  87-7567,  linlislcd  Club  Addition  at  Navaircs 
Coiifraclot  (Jcncial  Conliaclr.i  I)osii>iici  Joliiisoii  Draund  Design  Group 

AllOCC  L  r  Van  Dc  Voouic  (  A  K  K  l  .okcn  Inspcclot  I  ctry  Aiinstrong 
Duality  Rating  ROICC  High  I’WI)  High 

A.  PLCia>vaicj 

Conliact  Type  I  I  I’,  Kcstiicicd  Middcis  List 
No  oCMids  2  I  nu  |085K  High  208.tK 
Gov't  l■.stimate  I'I6<SK  No  of  Ainciulmc'iils  2 
Constructibility  Review  \  cs  No 
R  Coiitiact 

Awaid  Amount  lOS'^K  Hid  Position  l.ow 

QvOi'KQS 

Numhci  of  Changes  2’)  Rate  5  fCo 

I  ype  Customei  Re(|ucstcd  0.  Hnfoiseen  Conditions  3^  Admin  3 

Delays  I  .  Design  I'noi  oi  Omission  Id  .  Other  2  .  Phasing 
change  and  stiuctuial  engineci  on  site  for  beam  temoyal 
I'ield  Changes  -I 
f ^  CoircsDuiidciicc 

lone  Coopciative  X  Advcisaiial 

t  ype  Routine  12  (  laiilieations  5  Warnings  0  Problems 

fl  Aicliilcct/  Riigincct 

Idcid  Visits  II  Disci epancies  Noted  27  minor  items 

I'  Paymcnls 

Disagreement  on  amounts  6  out  of  16  invoices 
I’aid  on  time  All  Pi  ice  Schedule  is  f  ield  Mcasuiabic  Ves 
G  Payrolls 

Submitted  on  l  ime  LVout  of  16  invoices  Wage  Violations  _3 

H  Schedule 

Type  I3.iLCIiait  Completed  On  lime 

I  Daily  Repoils 

fiequcncy  of  Non-confoimance  I  out  01381  Repoits  Rale  ,3% 
lone  Coopcialise  X  AcKeisaiial 
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Instructions  to  Continclor  2  out  0138 1  llcpoits  l^atc  . 5% 

J  Quality  Coiilrol 

QA  Cliccklist  llcpotls  'I  Discrepancies  Noted  8  -  docunicntation^sa|jcly 
violations,  lool'and  piping  details 
K  Compliance  Notices 

Number  I  Desciipti('n  Ponding  on  sidewalk 

I,  Disputes 

Numlier  0  Dcsciipliun 

M  Submittals 

Numbei  lejecled  2  Rale 

N  Closeout 

l  inal  Inspection  Punclilisl  l.englh 

Customer  Present  at  l  inal  Inspection  13  items,  Pliases  A,IC&_C 
Release  of  Claims  Recew  ed  'I'cs,  ten  monllis  latci 

Qtber 

l  ime  ofyeai  peildimed  Nov  8*>  -  Nov  00 

S|iccial  consliainis  Woik  liouis  Access  Phasing  _X 

TypeorSurely  (dipoialc  Mond  X  Individual  Other  _ 

P.  Comments 

Veiy  little  correspondence  foi  a  ji'h  ol  ihe  si/e  -  13  lellers  to  P<CL  of  wliich  only 
one  was  a  problem  (non-compliance  notice) 
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CONTRACT  MLI-;  Cl  II-CKLIST 


Contract  No  /  ’l  itlc  87-()()37,  Kcpairs  to  Building  I  17 
Contractor  The  VVcstcc  Co  Designet  StaHoid  Atcliitccts 
AROICC/CA  UNSJJafton  hispcctoi  George  Pate,  I:NS  13arton.  Ron  Martin 
Qiialitv  Rating  ROICC  Metl  I’WI)  lligli 

A  Ptc:a_waicl 

Contract  I  vpc  I  I  I’ 

No  ol  Btds  ^  I  ou  ■I51K  High  lO.tOK 
(iov't  r.sliinatc  ‘'()2K  No  of  Arnciidincnts  3 
Constructihilily  Rev ic\v  N'es  X  No 

n  Coiiliact 

Award  Ainoiinl  Brd  Posiiion  low 

C  Cliaiigcs 

Nurnher  orciiangos  II  Rale  P’o 

1  ype  Cirslorncr  Recniesled  2  I 'niorscen  Corulilions  _  Adrnin 

Delays  I )csign  I'rror or  ( tmission  3  Other _ 

rield  Changes  3 

1^  CjjncspoiKiciKC 

lone  Cooperative  X  Adveisarral 

Type  Roirline  7  Claiilicalions  25  Wnniings  _  Problems  _2 

Iv  Arciliicct/  Rngincci 

F'ield  Visits  d  Discrepancies  Noted  problem  with  air-iiaridlrngjinit, 
lighting  anil  finish  on  gym  Moor 

F  Payments 

Disagreement  on  amounts  8  out  ol  I  t  rnvoiccs 
Paid  on  time  All  Price  Schedule  is  I  ield  Measurable  \’es 
Cl  Paj'jpljs 

Subrnilled  on  lime  Pout  of  13  invoice’^  Wage  V'iolalions  ^Nortc 

1 1  Schedule 

Type  Bar  Chart  Completed  On  lime 

f  Daily  Reports 

rrc(|uency  of  Noii-conrorrnancc  (1011101311  Re|iorls  Rale  _0% 
Tone  Cooperative  X  Adversarial 
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Instructions  to  C'onitactor  9  out  of  3  I  I  Kcpoits  Rate  3% 

J  Quality  Control 

QA  Cliccklist  licpoils  0  Discicpancics  Noted 

K  Coiupliaticc  Notices 

Nvunber  0  DescniMion 
L.  I3isputcs 

Number  I  Desciiplion 

M  Submittals 

Number  rejetted  7  Rale  No  Submittal  I  .og 

N.  Clpscouj 

final  Inspection  I’lmchlist  l.englli  1  !  iIciih 
(  ustomer  Piesent  at  f  inal  Inspection  N  cs 
Release  ofC'laims  Received  ^'es,  7  months  later 

O.  Other 

I  ime  ofyeai  peilbimed  Seplemliei  l‘>89  -  Seplembci  1990 
Special  consliainis  Woik  liouis  Access  Phasing 
I  ype  of  Surely  ('oi|ioia(c  Bond  X  Indis  idual  Other 

P.  Comments 


Appendix  M 


95 


CONTRACT  MLI-:Clli:CKLIS  r 


Contract  No  /  t  itle  SO-O.CU,  Wliolcsitc  KcpaiiSiC  Impiovcinciits  to  II  rannliouscs 
('ontractor  I’ L  (jcncial  Coiitiactoi  Dcsiunci  Tonkin/Koch  Architects 
AROICC/CA  CNS  Mai  ton  Inspector  Rick  Rayen/l  'NS  Daitun 
Quality  Rating  ROICC  High  Housing  MecI 


A.  Pic-awatd 

('ontract  ry|ic  I  I  I’ 

No  oi  nids  3  l.ow  082K  High  1I29K 
(iov't  r.stiinate  OOOK  No  (>l  Amendments  I 
Constnictihility  Re\icw  5  es  X  No 
FT  CoMliact 


Award  Amount  (>82K  Hid  I’osition  low 


CJiangcs 

Number  of  Changes  2  5  Rate  0  5% 

t  ype  Customer  Rc(|uesled  'I  Hnloi seen  Conditions  1 1  Admin 

Delays  Design  I  jror  or  Omission  6  Other  _ 

F'ield  Changes  3 

I )  Coiicspottdcticc 

rone  Cooperative  X  Adversarial 

type  FCnitine  X  (  larilications  Warnings  Probleitts _ 

F*.  ArcFiitcct/  F^ngittcci 

Field  Visits  d  Discrepancies  Noted  <10  items,  all  minojjiuialiirc 

P  Payniciils 


Disagteement  on  antounis  0  mil  ol  15  invrrices 
Paid  on  time  All  Price  Schedule  is  F  ield  Measurable  VTs 
G  Payrolls 

Submitted  on  l  ime  I  5  out  of  1 5  invoices  Wage  Violations  _0 

F I  Schedule 

lypc  l3arjLj>‘’tC Completed  9  weeks  early 

I  Daily  Reuoits 

Frequency  of  Non-confminance  0  out  01356  Reports  Rale  0% 
lone  (’oopeialive  X  Arivcisaiial 

Instructions  to  Conlincloi  0  out  ol  350  Reports  Rale  0% 
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J  Oualily  Conliol 

QA  ('hccklisi  Rcpdtis  1  Discrepancies  Noted  Better  clocunientation  on 
daily  reports  to  Inspector 
K  Compliance  Notic c s 

Nurnher  0  Desciiplion 

I.  I^ispirtcs 

Nitrnher  0  l)escii|)tion 

M  Submittals 

Niinibei  rejected  2  Rate  No  SVibniittal  l  og 

N .  CJ oscpii t 

f  inal  Inspection  Pimclilrsl  l  ength  Approxtinatcly  10  tiines  at  cach_(iuattcrs 
(  iislonret  Present  at  I  inal  Inspection  N'es 
Release  orC'laints  Receiv  ed  'r  es,  -I  rnontbs  later 
().  Other 

I  irne  ot'year  |ier  (brrttcd  Janitary  1000  -  January  1001 
.S|iecial  constraints  Work  botrrs  Access  Phasing  X 

Type  ofSirrety  ( ’or porate  Bond  X  Individttal  Other _ 

P.  Comments 

r.ach  set  ofriirarlcrs  had  its  outr  start  and  I’rnish  dates 
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CONTRACT  l  ll.l-  CIlRCKLISr 


('(inliact  No  /  l  illc  86-01  71,  I  liglil  Sinuilalot  System  Training  Uuilclinu  Addition 
Contractor  l.iigo  CotKsttiiction  Designer  WJA  Architects  &  I’laiincts 
AROICC  (  A  I  ()  l.enda  Insiiecloi  Cicotge  Pate 

equality  Rating  ROIC C  l.riw  PWI)  l.ou 

A  Pic-awaicl 

Contract  type  I  I  I' 

No  of  Itrds  ()  I  o\\  12^  tk  litgli  S.lOOK 

(iov’l  |•slinta(e  dSOOk  No  ol  Atncndinenls  5 
Constrirclihilily  Rc'.rew  N'es  ,\  No 
IT  Cotilracl 

Award  Arnortnl  '12‘'^K  Rid  Posilton  I.ow 

C.  Ciiangcs 

Nurnher  ofCharrges  M  Rale  3  8'’o 

I  ype  Customer  Rcriirestcd  3  Drriorseeri  Condriions  _3_  Admin 
Delays  I  Design  Tttotor  Omission  23  Othcr_3 
F'ield  Changes  3 
I)  Coircspoiulciicc 

lone  ('ooperatise  Adversarial  X 

1  ype  Routine  Id  (  latllicalirms  167  Warnings _ Problems  __29 

I'.  Arcliilcct/  Liigincct 

I'icld  Visits  2d  Disc  icpancies  Noted  100' 

r  [’aymcnls 

Disagreement  ort  arnoirnts  6  oirt  of  2d  invoices 
Paid  on  time  Price  Scltedirle  is  I  icid  Measurable  ^  es 
(r  Payiolls 

Sitbmillcd  on  I  irne  1 8  oirt  of  2d  invoices  Wage  Violations 

1 1  Scljcdiilc 

Type  CPNI  .  Completed  On  time 

•  Daily  Repot ts 

Preqrrency  of  Non-confbrrnancc  93  out  of  dd2  Reports  Rate  21% 

Vonc  Coojrerative  Adversarial  X 

Inslnrctiorrs  to  Contr actcM  22  (»ut  of  'M2  Reports  Rale  5% 
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J  Quality  Cotiliol 

QA  C'liccklisl  Kcpotls  0  Discicpjincics  Nolcd 

1^  CQnM)ijailcc.Noliccs 

Number  16  Dcsciipliou  I  niilly  compnclioii.  coiiciclc  work,  steelwork,  uiisc. 
I,  Disputes 

Numbet  1  Desciipliuti  Ilcciiiitcinciil  Ibi  S|)eciali7,e(i  Iiispcctign  PmpnncJ 

M  Submittals 

Numliei  rejected  l^ale  d^o 

N  Clgscgiit 

I  irial  Ius|recli('ii  I’niuldist  l  ettulb  |()()  items 
Customer  Present  at  I  inal  Inspection  N  cs 
Pelease  o(  (  laims  IUh  cised  N  es.  2  years  latei 

()  Other 

limeol  yeai  peibnined  Octolrei  IPKS  -  December  1989 
Special  constraints  Wink  hours  Access  Phasing 

lypeol  Suretv  (  ('r|ioiate  Mond  Indisidual  X  Other 

I’  Coniinciils 

"Other"  changes  inciuded  a  clarm  payment,  adjirstment  lor  rndermitc  quantity 
portion  of  contract  for  extra  piping  arrd  a  r,altrc  errginccring  proposal  38  CQC  meetings 
held  Daily  report  stated  super internlent  took  ollense  to  grn't  inspector  inspecting 
masonry  block  for  rebar  claiming  the  inspector  did  rurt  trust  the  contractor's  CQC 
representative 
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C'ONTRACT  Ml.i:CIII-CKLIST 


Conlracl  No  /  l  itlc  8'1-5()6‘1.  C'-9  Aircrall  MainlcnanccJ  langai 
(’ot)tracloi  Davis  C'oiisliiiclois  l^ngiuccis  DcsignctVViiitz.  VVisccarycr  & J’ructt 
AR()I('(V(  A  K  I  Van  Do  VookIc  Inspocloi  Jim  Duinti,  Hcmai cl  Ciicsham,  Bob  Hoover 
Dualily  Rating  ROIC'C  Low  l‘WD  lligli 

A  Pic-awaid 

(dniiacl  lypc  IIP 

No  of  Bids  7  l  ow  ‘^2‘I7K  High  OHS  I K 
(iov'l  l-slimalc  57'1()K  No  of  Atnciulmcnis  I 
ConstMictilhlilv  Review  ^■cs  ,\  No 
n  C'otiliacl 

Awatcl  Amoiml  ‘'21 7K  Bid  Position  Low 

C’  Otanges 

Numberorchanges  '!('  Rate  2ro 

lypc  f'listc'inci  Re(|iicsled  9  Hnloisten  Condilions  19^  Admin  3 
Delay?!  Design  I  iioi  oi  Omission  Id  Other  I 

l  icld  Changes  95 

•  ^  Cdjicsppjulcntc 

lone  Cocrpei alive  X  Adveisanal 

lypc  Ronlinc  116  (  laiiricalions  175  Warnings  _  Problems  J_9 

Iv  Aicliilcct/  Ltigincci 

ricid  Visits  I'ilc  Missing  Disci cpaneics  Noted 

Iv  Payiiiciils 

DisagicemenI  on  anu'imis  19  out  of  30  invoices 
F’aid  on  time  All  Pi  ice  Schedule  is  f  ield  Mcasuiabic  Yes 
G.  Payrolls 

Submitted  on  l  ime  30  out  ol  30  invences  Wage  Violations  _X 

11  Schedule 

lypc  CPM  Completed  2  wcckscaily 
I  Daily  Reports 

Frc(]ucncy  of  Non-coiiroimancc  22  out  of  702  Reports  Rate  3% 
lone  Cooperalise  \  Adversaiial 

Insliuctions  to  Coniractoi  03oulor702  Reports  Rale  9% 


Appendix  B 


100 


J  Ouaiitv  Contiol 

QA  Chccklisf  Reports  C'QC  Job  fJiscrcpaticics  Noted  None 

K  Compliance  Notices 

Number  _I2  Desciiptioii  Vaiious.  only  lou  found,  no  details 
C  ULSiyiJ.cs 

Number  /I  Description  I  Inibi seen  conditions,  all  were  scltlcd_bcrorc 
becoming  claims 
M  Submitlnls 

Number  rejected  '12  Rate 

N  CigsegjU 

l  inal  Inspection  I’unclilisi  I.enulb  items 
C  ustomer  Piesenl  at  I  inal  Inspection  \  es 
Release  of  Claims  Recieved  '»'cs,  6  montlis  later 
Other 

rime  of  year  peiloiincd  May  1987  -  May  1989 

Special  constraints  Wuik  boms  Access  Phasing _ 

Type  of  Surety  Coiporale  liond  X  Individual  Other  _ 

P.  Comments 

Contractor  rjualily  was  good,  but  he  uoiked  the  ROIC(’  staff  hard  with  many 
variances  and  ie(|ucsls  for  eiiuilable  adiuslment  ol  which  a  dozen  or  so  were  unjustified. 
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CONTRACT  riLi:Clli:CKLIS  r 


ConIracI  No  /  l  illc  S'l-'U.'iS.  Hospital  Addition  Alterations 
Contractor  Tease  ^  Sons  Dcsiuncr  I)eckci/I  iikui 

AROIC(7('A  TI  Spanglci/  l.i  Van  l)c  Vooidc  lns|>cctoi  Hob  I looyer^  Kick  Ragan, 

Jjcinard  Greshan) 

Gnality  Rating  R()IC(  High  I’WI)  High 

A  Trc-awnid 

(dniiact  Type  I  I  I’ 

No  oCIJids  II  Low  0.512  High  0,700 
(lov't  I'stimalc  I  C'^0-1  No  ol  Amendments  5 
Consiniclibililv  Re\ie\s  5'es  X  No 
fL  CgjUocI 

Awaid  Amoiml  13,512  Hi<l  I’osilion  2nd  Low 

C  Cliatigcs 

Nimihcr  of  Changes  02  Rate  7  7% 

I  vpc  Costomci  Rcrinesled  (>‘l  Hiifoiseen  Conditions  „L2_  Admin  J 
Delays  Design  I  l.iioi  oi  ( )mission  02  Other  _1_  Claim  _1 
f'icid  Changes  85 
I)  Cotrcspondcticc 

lone  Coopciatise  X  Advcrsniial 

Type  Routine  2-H  Clanfications  308  Warnings  _  Problems  87 

f Arcliilcct/ 1  jigincci 

f  ield  \'isils  01  Diseiepaiu les  NoU-d  \'ai loiis,  most  minor 

L  Payments 

Disagicement  on  amounts  20  out  ol  10  iiuoices 
Paid  on  time  All  Puce  Schedule  is  I  ield  Measui able  Yes 
CL  l^aytolls 

Submitted  on  l  ime  7  out  ofdO  invoices  Wage  Violations 

H  Schedule 

l  ype  _CPM  Completed  On  time 

I  Daily  KepoHs 

l•IC(^ucncy  of  Non-conlbimance  0  out  of  I  163  Repoits  Rate  .5% 
lone  C'oopciative  X  Adveisarial 
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▼ 


ftislniclums  to  (’onlintidi  '16  oul  ol  1163  i<cp:)its  Rale  4% 

.1  Quiilily  Conliol 

QA  Checklist  Rc|i(iils  0(C(2(')  I )isciepaiicics  Noted 

K  Coji t p  I  i  a  n  c  c  Notices 

Nninhei  0  Desciiplum 

I  Disputes 

Niimiiei  I  I )esci iplioii  I. xlta  (  t^C  I’etsoiinel  settled  by  DIU3 

M  Siibniittals 

Ntitnbei  lejecled  32S  Rate  l'>'’„ 

N  Cjpscptil 

l  inal  liis|iectioii  I’unclilixi  I  eiiplh  2300  items 

Ciisiomei  Piesent  at  I  mal  Inspection  't  cs 

Release  of  Claims  Roceoed  N  es,  o  montlis  latei 

()  piliet 

I  ime  (d  \  eai  pciloimcd  Apiil  |0SS  -  tune  lO'M 

Special  cmist  I  amt  s  W’mk  horns  Access  Phasing 

I  vpe  ('I  Smetv  (  oipoiate  Rond  .\  Indisidnal  Other 

I’  Cpiun)ci|ls 
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Glossary  Of  Terms 


A/E  -  Architect/Eiigiiiecr;  design  firni  hired  to  prepare  project  construction  plans, 
speciHcations  a>\d  cost  estimates 

AROICC  -  Assistant  Resident  Onicer  in  Charge  orC'onstructioji;  Naval  Officer 
contract  administrator 

CA  -  Contract  Administrator;  civilian 

CQC  -  Contractor  Quality  Control;  Contractor  approves  submittals  and  inspects 
own  work.  Specified  system  on  contracts  over  $500,000. 

FFP  -  Firm  Fixed  Piice  constiuction  contract(usually  sealed  bid) 

ROICC  -  Resident  Officer  in  Charge  of  (  onstruclion;  Navy  organization 
responsible  foi  review  and  administration  of  construction  contracts  for  naval 
installations 

SBA  -  Small  Business  Administration;  represents  disadvantaged  and  women 
owned  business  concerns  on  selected  government  construction  contracts. 
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